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The purpose of this study was to explore community organization staff 
perceptions about the importance of selected practices in building effective community-
university service and learning partnerships. The target population was community 
organization staff members who were current or potential partners for community-
university service and learning partnerships. The accessible population was community 
organization staff members listed with a southern metropolitan volunteer placement 
organization in a an area served by several universities, one large Research I Land-grant 
university, a historically Black Land-grant university, and at least two other state 
universities. 
The researcher designed a mail survey questionnaire based on scholarly and 
practitioner literature asking demographic information about interest and experience in 
community-university partnerships. Respondents were also asked to indicate perceived 
levels of importance and levels of frequency with which 52 partnership practices had 
been observed on a two-part anchored scale (0 – 4).  Data from 261 usable surveys were 
analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). 
Principle component analysis of mean importance levels was used to reduce 
partnership practice items to seven primary factors: University Institutional Context, 
Community Organization Context, Preparation/ Training, Community Partner Roles, 
Faculty Partner Roles, Relationship/ Communication, and Evaluation/ Outcomes. The 
researcher synthesized a COMparre Model for planning, evaluating and reporting 
community-university partnerships from research findings and the literature. 
 x
Multiple regression analyses identified experiences that explained statistically 
significant portions of the variance in perceived importance: service-learning training for 
community partners, amount of experience, and volunteer placement coordinator 




CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Community-university partnerships are of growing importance to both institutions 
of higher learning and community-based organizations (NASULGC, 1999; Office of 
University Partnerships, 2002). Working together and in harmony with the public they 
were created to serve, higher education and community institutions can build 
communities and empower individuals in much more powerful ways collectively than 
they could standing alone (Kretzmann & McKnight, 1993). Providing literacy services, 
such as mentoring or tutoring, in public schools is one of the most common activities for 
college students serving and learning in community-university partnerships (Gray, et al., 
1999; Eyler & Giles, 1999). 
Community schools, non-profit organizations and government agencies are 
charged with serving the public, often with very few financial and staff resources.  They 
may look to universities to find volunteers who can help fulfill the organization’s 
community service goals. On the other hand, universities, created to educate students and 
share knowledge with the public, may be interested primarily in fulfilling student 
learning goals.  
Partnerships where both service and learning are involved hold great promise for 
creating effective linkages (Campus Compact, 1998; Kendall, 1990) and are being 
emphasized by universities in this first decade of the 21st Century (Corporation for 
National Service, 2002). Quantitative research to validate the belief of practitioners about 
what leads to high quality community-university partnerships is lacking, particularly 
quality as perceived by community partner stakeholders (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000b; Cruz 
& Giles, 2000).  
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Of the four stakeholder constituencies or partner groups identified by community-
university partnership service and learning scholars: student partners, faculty partners, 
education institution partners, and community partners (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000), 
research related to students has been conducted most frequently, followed by faculty and 
institution stakeholders.  Research with community partners has been done least of all 
(Eyler, Giles, Stenson & Gray, 2001). Recent research agendas created by panels of 
leading scholars have called for more research in the area of community impact and 
determining the effectiveness of community-university partnerships for at least a decade 
(Giles & Eyler, 1998; Giles, Honnet, & Migliore, 1991; Howard, Gelmon & Giles, 2000).   
University scholars are also calling for more systematic scientific research to 
develop theory, to provide supporting evidence to document the effectiveness of 
community-university service-learning partnerships, and to increase understanding of 
best practice among practitioners (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000b; Cruz & Giles, 2000; Furco, 
2000; Gelmon, 2000; Holland, 2001; Shumer, 2000b). The study was designed to answer 
the call for more research with community partners and to add to the body of knowledge 
about building effective community-university service and learning partnerships (Cruz & 
Giles, 2000). 
Statement of the Problem 
Determining what constitutes effective community-university partnerships is the 
first step toward building strong institutional relationships between community 
organizations and schools of higher education for community service and student 
learning (Cruz & Giles, 2000). Recent research on community-university partnerships has 
led university scholars/leaders to espouse a number of widely recognized principles, best 
3 
practices and processes that they believe lead to effective community service and learning 
programs (Campus Compact, 2000; Campus Community Partnerships for Health, 1998; 
Campus Outreach Opportunity League, 1993; Duckenfield & Swanson, 1992; Holland, 
2001; Honnet & Poulsen, 1989; Howard, 1993). Perceptions of community organization 
partners about what is important to successful partnerships are also important, yet not 
widely studied nor publicized (Cruz & Giles, 2000).  Do community organization leaders 
agree with university scholars about principles, practices or processes that are important 
to building successful community-university partnerships for fulfilling service goals of 
community organizations and learning goals of university students? 
Partnerships are dependent upon shared understanding and agreement of 
community organization leaders, as well as university scholars and practitioners (Bringle 
& Hatcher, 2000). If community partners and university scholars agree on elements that 
lead to effective community-university partnerships, then working together to achieve 
them as goals should lead to improved practices by providing a basis for dialogue and 
shared understanding of quality partnerships. Periodic assessments of how often best 
practices are implemented can also lead to recognition of change over time toward 
increasing partnership quality (Cruz & Giles, 2000; Rogers, P., 2000; Shumer, 2000b; 
Stufflebeam, Madaus & Kellaghan, 2000). 
Purpose and Objectives of the Study 
 The purpose of this study was to explore community organization staff 
perceptions about the importance of selected practices in building effective community-
university service and learning partnerships. Specific objectives of this study were: 
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1. To describe experience and interest in working with community-university 
partnerships of community organization staff as measured by the following 
selected variables: 
a. Roles or positions currently held at their community organization 
(organization director or program leader, volunteer placement 
coordinator, direct service supervisor of volunteers, and/or other);  
b. Experience or participation in specific activities with community-
university service and learning partnerships (making decisions, placing 
students, supervising student service, working with academic classes, 
working with university faculty, attending training sessions, and more 
than one year of experience working with academic service-learning 
students); and 
c. Motivation or interest in working with university students in 
community-university service and learning partnerships.  
2. To determine the level of frequency with which selected partnership practices 
had been observed by community organization staff. 
3. To determine the level of importance of selected partnership practices as 
perceived by community organization staff.  
4. To determine if selected experience and interest variables or the level of 
frequency with which selected partnership practices had been observed could 
be used to explain a significant proportion of the variance in the perceived 
importance of partnership practices factors. A list of  selected variables 
follows. 
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Twenty-one demographic variables in four broad categories were used as 
independent variables to measure experience and interest in community-university 
service and learning partnerships: 
A. Roles or positions currently held in the community organization 
1. Organization director or program leader  
2. Volunteer placement coordinator  
3. Direct service supervisor of volunteers  
4. Other  
5. Total number of roles indicated by each  
6. Combination of roles 1 and 2, organization director or program leader and 
volunteer placement coordinator 
7. Combination of roles 1 and 3, organization director or program leader and 
direct service supervisor of volunteers  
8. Combination of roles 2 and 3, volunteer placement coordinator and direct 
service supervisor of volunteers  
9. Combination of roles 1, 2 and 3, organization director or program leader; 
volunteer placement coordinator; and direct service supervisor of 
volunteers  
B. Experience with community-university service and learning partnerships 
10. I have made decisions about whether or not to use university students to 
fulfill community service goals 
11.  I have placed university students in specific service positions  
12. I have supervised and monitored university student service on the job  
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13. I have worked with students who participate in community service to 
fulfill academic learning goals for class credit  
14. I have worked with university faculty to coordinate service-learning 
activities for a group of students in a particular course  
15. I have more than one year of experience with service-learning students  
16. I have participated in service-learning training for community partners 
who work with university students  
17. Total number of experiences in which each respondent had participated  
C. Motivation for working with community-university service and learning  
partnerships 
18. I am interested in working with university students to fulfill our       
organization’s service goals  
19. I am interested in working with university students to provide learning 
opportunities for them  
20. Total number of experiences in which each respondent had participated 
        D. Frequency with which partnership practices have been observed 
21. Sum of “levels of frequency” marked by each respondent 
Figure 1 illustrates the author’s research model developed for this study.  The model 
illustrates the four broad areas of characteristics of community organization staff  
believed to affect the perceived importance of partnership practices for building effective 
community-university partnerships. Roles or positions, specific selected experiences and 
frequency with which partnership practices have been observed were used by the 
















Figure 1. Shaffett Research Model 
Significance of the Study 
Leading scholars are calling for more systematic scientific research to develop  
theory, to provide supporting evidence to document the effectiveness of service-learning 
partnerships, and to increase understanding of practice among community-university 
partnership practitioners (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Cruz & Giles, 2000; Furco, 2000; 
Gelmon, 2000; Holland, 2001; Shumer, 2000b). Studies that have documented 
effectiveness of partnerships (Gelmon, Holland, Driscoll, Spring, and Kerrigan, 2001; 
Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Clarke, 2000; Gray, et al., 1999) have not been widely used 
among partnerships practitioners, perhaps because of the difficulty for practitioners in 
interpreting results and putting them to immediate use.  
On the other hand, several sets of principles for designing and implementing 
community-university service and learning partnerships, more widely used by 
practitioners (Campus Community Partnerships for Health, 1998; Campus Outreach 
Opportunity League, 1993; Driscoll & Lynton, 1999; Duckenfield & Swanson, 1992; 
Howard, 1993; Torres, 2000; University of Maryland, 2001) have not been tested in 
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formal studies. Neither have these principles or best practices compiled by university 
leaders been tested against perceptions of community partners.  
This study was designed to fill in the gaps for testing practices for effective 
community-university service and learning partnerships believed to be important by 
university scholars and practitioners against perceptions of community organization staff 
partners. The survey instrument was created to be useful to university and community 
practitioners for learning about best practices in community-university partnerships, as 
well as for adapting as an assessment tool to suit their own purposes, two motives 
identified by Sherril Gelmon (2000), a national expert in service-learning assessment.   
The findings of this study may be used to engage community and university partners in 
dialogue about improving partnership effectiveness and building consensus about best 
practices for community-university service and learning partnerships (Cruz & Giles, 
2000).  
Conceptual Framework and Research Base 
Several frameworks for planning, evaluating and documenting community-
university service and learning partnerships were used in the research design (Campus 
Outreach Opportunity League, 1993 ; Driscoll & Lynton,1999; Duckenfield & Swanson, 
1992; Stufflebeam, et al., 2000; Torres, 2000; University of Maryland, 2001). Partnership 
practices items in the survey instrument used for this study were drawn by the researcher 
directly from the small amount of research findings on what community partners believe 
leads to effective partnerships (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Clarke, 2000; Driscoll, et al., 
1998; Gelmon, et al., 1998; Gray et al., 1999; Wolf, 1998), as well as the principles 
accepted widely in scholarly and practitioner service-learning publications (ASLER, 
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1995; Campus Community Partnerships for Health, 1998; Holland, 2001; Honnet & 
Poulsen, 1989; Howard, 1993; National Service Learning Cooperative Youth Leadership 
Council,1998; Torres, 2000).  Research findings, as well as principles and conceptual 
frameworks from university practitioner publications were synthesized to be tested 
against community partner perceptions for this study.  
In their framework for documenting service and outreach to assist university 
faculty in promotion and tenure, Driscoll & Lynton (1999) identify three important 
elements: purpose, process and outcomes.  Similar elements make up Bennett and 
Rockwell’s (1995) model for evaluating university cooperative extension outreach and 
Stufflebeam’s (2000) CIPP Model: context, inputs, process and product. The research 
design was influenced by  Shumer’s (2000), Furco’s (2002), and RMC Research’s (in 
press) assessment tools, as well. 
Frameworks used by non-profit agencies for program planning and evaluation 
were also considered in the research design (Annie E. Casey Foundation, 1999; Connell, 
Kubisch, Schorr, & Weiss, 1995;  Petersen, 1998). The United Way’s (1996) approach to 
measuring program outcomes figured prominently in model development because of 
community-based organizations’ current interest in learning how to document program 
effectiveness to secure and sustain grant funding.  
Simple easy to remember frameworks used widely by service and learning 
practitioners, offer important elements and practices for effective partnerships. The 
PARE (University of Maryland, 2001) or PARC (Duckenfield & Swanson, 1992) Models 
stress: P-preparation, A-action, R-reflection, and E or C-evaluation or celebrating 
partnership accomplishments. Campus Outreach Opportunity League’s (1993) (COOL) 
10 
Community-University Partnership Effectiveness 
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Model of Critical Elements for Thoughtful Community Service adds a fifth element to 
these, “community voice,” stressing the importance of the relationship and balance of 
power between partners. 
The researcher’s COMparre Model illustrated in figure 2 is a synthesis of the 
frameworks listed above. The model, created to include elements familiar to both 
university and community organization partners, consists of three broad elements: 

















Figure 2. Shaffett’s COMparre Model for Planning, Reporting and Evaluating 
Community-University Partnerships 
 
Context involves describing partnering organizations, their missions, and how the 
partnership can achieve mutual goals.  Outcomes includes, not only the results, but also 
the inputs or resources to be shared, and the outputs or numbers of activities and 
participants so often reported exclusively (without showing any results). Mechanisms 
includes processes in five sub-categories:p-preparation, a-action, r-reflection, r-
relationship and e-evaluation. Although the researcher had these elements in mind when 
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compiling partnership practices or processes for testing, there was no research basis to 
predict how items would group statistically. 
Limitations of the Study 
 This study was not specific to one service and learning program, but rather 
consisted of community partner perceptions about community-university partnerships in 
general. It was expected that some respondents would have little or no knowledge of 
service-learning pedagogy. Community organization staff partners in only one 
metropolitan area were studied; however, some organizations worked in partnerships 
with as many as four or more universities in the region: a large research and land-grant 
university, a historically Black public university, and two smaller public universities.  
 Although the researcher was most interested in curricular service-learning 
partnerships, the term service-learning was not used exclusively in this study for several 
reasons: 
1. To decrease the difficulties of differentiating academic or curricular 
service-learning from other types of service for agency partners who 
were expected to be unfamiliar with the term “service-learning” (unless 
they had specific training or experience in the area). 
2. To make it clear to service-learning professionals that more than 
service-learning in the strictest sense was included.  
3. To make the study of more interest to student services personnel and 
national service corps administrators who may be involved in co-
curricular service experiences. 
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The survey instrument, used successfully by the researcher in dialogue and 
training sessions with community organization partners for several months prior to the 
study, proved to be too long and tedious (according to comments written by respondents 
or communicated in telephone follow-up requests to complete the survey). Some terms, 
such as “community partner” were not understood by respondents with no experience or 
training in community-university partnerships. 
Independent variables developed by the researcher to measure experience and 
interest in community-university partnerships had not appeared in the literature. Due to 
the exploratory nature of the study, a large number of variables was used. Using fewer 
independent variables (maximum 6 or 7) might have led to more significant explanatory 
effects.  
Definitions of Terms 
For this study, the following definitions were used (organized from general to 
specific concepts): 
(A) Community was defined as local neighborhoods, the state, the nation, and the world 
(Jacoby, 1996; Torres, 2000). 
(B) Community organization was defined as a non-profit organization or public agency 
in the community, including government offices and schools (Kendall, 1990). 
(C) Community partner referred to a community organization, as well as its staff and 
clients. This was an operational definition created for this study. 
(D) Community organization staff included three categories of service-related 
personnel working for community organizations: 
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(1) Organization directors or program leaders who were chief administrators 
of community agencies or program administrators, 
(2) Volunteer placement coordinators who placed students or other volunteers  
in service positions at their organization, and 
(3) Direct service supervisors who monitored volunteer service on a daily basis 
at community organization service sites. These were operational definitions 
created for this study. 
 (E) Community-university partnership referred to an arrangement where a 
community-based organization and an institution of higher education cooperated to fulfill 
mutual service and student learning goals (Office of University Partnerships, 2002; 
Torres, 2000). 
 (F) University partner referred to an institution of higher education, as well as the 
following three categories of persons who were affiliated with the university that 
provided service to a community organization (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000): 
(1) University service coordinators who managed one or more university 
sponsored community service projects, facilitating partnerships between 
community and university partners (an operational definition created for this 
study), 
(2) Faculty who led students to participate in community service (Bringle & 
Hatcher, 2000), and 
(3) Students who provided service to community organizations (Bringle & 
Hatcher, 2000). 
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(G) Service was defined as tasks in the community that related to the quality of human 
life and the environmental, social, or political structures which could enhance it (Kendall, 
1990). 
(H) Co-curricular service referred to community service activities coordinated through 
the university that are not a part of an academic course or program of study (Activities 
organized by student groups in sororities, fraternities, student government, freshman 
orientation, residence halls, service clubs, honor societies, and pre-professional 
associations, university offices, such as career services, student aid and scholarships, or 
internship offices in various departments that coordinate community service activities 
including: service fairs or job listings, Federal Work Study or national service corps, paid 
or unpaid internships) (Crews, 2002; Henry, 1995; Zlotkowski, 1998). 
 (I) Service-learning referred to a particular type of community-university partnership 
where students participated in community service activities to fulfill academic learning 
goals, as well as to fulfill community partners’ service goals (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996; 
Jacoby, 1996).  
 (J) Curricular service-learning referred to organized community service performed by 
students as a part of a for-credit program of study where students learn by reflecting on 
service activities in such a way as to gain further understanding of course content, 
broader appreciation of the academic disciplines, and an enhanced sense of civic 
responsibility (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996).  
(K) Community service and learning referred to both curricular service-learning and 
co-curricular service community-university partnerships. This was an operational 
definition, created for this study. 
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 (L) Reciprocity in service and learning partnerships referred to a two-way approach 
where those served both teach and learn, where community partners determine service 
goals, creating a sense of mutual responsibility and respect between individuals. Such 
arrangements avoid the traditionally paternalistic, one-way approach to service in which 
one person or group has resources which they share with those who lack resources 
(Bringle & Hatcher, in press; Jacoby, 1996, Kendall, 1990) 
(M) Reflection referred to learning activities that provide opportunities for students to 
process the service experience and learn from it. Reflection activities set service-learning 
apart from other community-university partnerships where learning goals may not be 
pursued. Reflection activities may include discussions, presentations, art, portfolios, 
journals, term papers, or other projects (Jacoby, 1996). 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
  This review of literature is divided into four main sections. Part one provides an 
overview of community-university service and learning partnerships, the problems 
involved in building effective partnerships, and the roles such partnerships play in 
fulfilling the missions of higher education and community institutions. Various types of 
student service partnerships are also described in part one.  
In part two, “service-learning,” a specific type of community-university 
partnership, is defined and partnering constituencies are identified. Several sets of 
principles of best practices for partnerships from a variety of sources are listed in part 
two, as well. 
 Part three outlines specific research and findings related to community-university 
service and learning partnerships. Part four summarizes practitioner literature and 
concludes with scholars’ recommendations for future research on the community 
component of service and learning partnerships. 
Overview of Community-University Partnerships 
 In growing numbers, institutions of higher education and corporate, government 
and non-profit community groups are collaborating to address societal problems and civic 
crises (Bok, 1982; Harkavy, 1997; Office of University Partnerships, 2002; Torres, 
2000). Increasingly, partnerships designed to achieve both service goals of community 
organizations and learning goals of students are being integrated into academic studies 
and student activities, engaging learners and university resources in addressing complex 
socioeconomic issues, such as poverty, crime and environmental pollution (NASULGC, 
1999). Community-building leaders and university scholars, alike, are recognizing that 
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partnerships where service is “combined with learning adds value to each and transforms 
both” (Cruz & Giles, 2000; Honnet & Poulsen, 1989). 
The “community” may include local neighborhoods surrounding universities, a 
broader state or regional service area, and/or the nation and global community, as well 
(Jacoby, 1996; NASULGC, 1999; Torres, 2000b). Community partner organizations that 
participate in service partnerships by hosting students in a community setting are often 
called “agencies” or “community organizations” (Kendall, 1990). These may include 
non-profit agencies, public schools and government agencies (Kretzmann & McKnight, 
1993; Zlotkowski, 1998). 
Problems in Building Effective Partnerships 
Relationships of Universities to Communities 
University service relationships with the community have offered great promise 
since the community service movement of the 1960’s and 1970’s; however, sustaining 
such programs has been problematic (Stanton, Giles & Cruz, 1999). According to 
Kendall (1990), there were three primary problems with community-university service 
and learning partnerships in that era:  
1. Programs were not integrated into the central mission and goals of the partnering 
schools or agencies. 
2. The balance of power is important; “helping others” or “doing good” can be a 
pitfall when service becomes “patronizing charity” where paternalistic, unequal 
relationships prevail. 
3. Service experience alone does not ensure that either effective service or 
significant learning will take place (Kendall, 1990, pp. 8-10). 
 
In too many instances, universities have related to communities as  “laboratories 
for experimentation or passive recipients of expertise” (Bringle, Games, & Malloy, 1999, 
p. 9). Nevertheless, there can be many benefits to the individuals and organizations 
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involved in community-university partnerships, particularly when activities fulfill the 
central mission and goals of partnering institutions (Holland, 2001; Kendall, 1990; 
Torres, 2000b).  
Fulfilling Institutional Missions 
University Missions 
 Most American institutions of higher education have traditionally emphasized 
three roles: (a) teaching (b) research, and (c) service. Although Land Grant and many 
state universities were created for the benefit of the public well over a century ago, critics 
protest that modern universities have become impenetrable ivory towers where research 
for the benefit of other scholars and grant or contract dollars is emphasized more than 
teaching or service (Bok, 1982; Rice, 1996; Zlotkowski, 1998). In recent years, higher 
education associations, as well as government offices such as the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, have been calling upon faculty and students to renew 
the public mission of the American research university by forming true partnerships for 
building communities (Campus Compact, 1998; NASULGC, 1999). 
 Higher education scholars (Astin, 1996; Bok, 1982; Boyer, 1990, 1994; Ehrlich, 
1995; Harkavy, 1997; Lynton, 1995; Rice, 1996) have been calling for traditional 
university roles and scholarship to be “reconsidered” in the “New American University” 
of the 21st Century.  Ernest Boyer (1990,1994) challenged universities to become 
increasingly engaged with the community to improve the human condition and return to 
higher education’s historic commitment and mission of service.  
“Engagement,” a relatively new term describing service, outreach or application 
of university scholarship to solving public problems, is being encouraged with an 
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emphasis on working “with” communities on an equal basis, as opposed to providing 
service “for” those outside the university (NASULGC, 1999; AAHE, 2000). This new 
“scholarship of engagement” encompasses university outreach to the community in 
several forms including community service provided by university faculty, staff and 
students; service-learning provided by students as a part of academic learning or student 
development activities; and professional service provided by expert faculty and staff or 
administrators (Driscoll & Lynton, 1999). 
In an open letter to university presidents and chancellors, Returning to Our Roots: 
The Engaged Institution, the Kellogg Commission on the Future of State and Land-Grant 
Universities created by the National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant 
Colleges (NASULGC, 1999) argues that it is time to go beyond traditional service and 
outreach to become “engaged institutions,” characterized by reciprocal partnerships 
between university and community fostering mutual respect for the strengths of each 
partner. The document challenges institutions of higher education to build strong, 
sustainable partnerships with communities guided by the following seven characteristics 
and corresponding questions or challenges paraphrased here: 
1. Responsiveness. Are institutions of higher education listening to communities 
and offering services in the right way at the right time? Are communications 
clear? Are resources and space provided for community-university discussions 
of the public problem to be addressed? 
2. Respect. Are community partners highly regarded, emphasizing that the 
purpose of engagement is not to provide the university’s superior expertise to 
the community but to encourage joint academic-community definitions of 
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problems, solutions, and definitions of success?  Do institutions of higher 
education genuinely respect the skills and capacities or our partners in 
collaborative projects? 
3. Academic neutrality. Do colleges and universities act as facilitators and a 
source of information on contentious issues when social, economic and 
political consequences are at stake and avoid taking sides? 
4. Accessibility. Do universities help potential community partners negotiate the 
complex institutional structures, publicize activities and share resources? Is 
knowledge and expertise equally accessible to all constituencies of concern 
within states and communities, including minority constituents? 
5. Integration. Are institutional service missions merged with responsibilities for 
developing intelligence through research and teaching, emphasizing a 
commitment to interdisciplinary work? 
6. Coordination.  Are academic units, public and government relations offices, as 
well as faculty, staff and students aware of other campus service initiatives 
and how to translate expert knowledge into something the public can 
appreciate? 
7. Resource partnerships. The most successful engagement efforts appear to be 
those associated with strong and healthy relations with partners in 
government, business and the non-profit world. Are sufficient financial 
resources and effort committed to the task? (p. 12) 
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Community Missions 
Organizations involved in building communities are struggling with similar 
issues. In Building Communities from the Inside Out: A Path Toward Finding and 
Mobilizing A Community’s Assets, Kretzmann and McKnight (1993) argue that, 
“communities cannot be rebuilt by focusing on needs, problems, and deficiencies.” 
Rather, the authors suggest that local institutions can enter into strong community 
partnerships by building upon “assets” of local individuals, organizations, and 
institutions, including colleges.  
For example, much of the social science research produced by universities is 
designed to collect and analyze data about problems. Much of the funding 
directed to lower income communities by foundations and the United Way is 
based on the problem-oriented data collected in “needs surveys,” a practice 
emulated by government human service agencies…All of these major institutions 
combine to create a wall between lower income communities and the rest of 
society, a wall of needs which, ironically enough, is built not on hatred but (at 
least partly) on the desire to “help” (Kretzmann & McKnight,1993, p. 2). 
 
Building communities and empowering individuals to improve the human 
condition are goals shared in community-university partnerships (Kretzmann & 
McKnight (1993).  The United Way (2001) of America defines “community building” 
and “community building principles” as follows: 
The process of engaging diverse stakeholders, including residents and others, in 
sustained, collaborative, strategic efforts to strengthen and improve conditions in 
an identified geographic area. 
 
Principles: 
1. Build on the strengths of local individuals, associations and 
institutions. 
2. Focus on specific actions and measurable results to improve 
community life. 
3. Promote participation by people of all races, genders, cultures, and 
age groups. 
4. Ensure local decision-making and ownership. 
5. Draw upon the resources of the larger community. 
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6. Bridge all sectors to develop healthy children, families and 
communities. 
7. Share experience and knowledge to promote continuous 
community learning (Retrieved June 1, 2001) 
 
These principles defined by community organizations are very similar to those spelled 
out for community-university partnerships by scholars. Several sets of principles of best 
practice for combining service and learning will be discussed in detail later in this review.  
 Purposes or goals for forming community-university partnerships are as varied as 
the organizations and individuals participating in them. Partnerships involving faculty 
may be formed to fulfill university service missions, to fulfill individual promotion and 
tenure goals, or for simply altruistic reasons (Bringle, et al., 1999). Student service 
partnerships are developed for various reasons, as well. 
Types of Student Service and Learning Partnerships 
University student service to the community may take several forms: 
volunteerism, community service, Federal Work Study, national service corps, 
internships, and “service-learning” (Corporation for National Service, 2002; Education 
Commission of the States, 1994). In recent literature, a distinction has been made 
between “curricular” and “co-curricular” community service, as well (Campus Compact 
2000; Crews, 2002; Furco,1996). 
Volunteerism and co-curricular community service refers to activities coordinated 
through the university that are not a part of an academic course or program of study. Co-
curricular activities focus primarily on the service provided for the benefit of the 
community. Students may benefit by developing civic responsibility and learning how 
service can make a difference. There may be little formal learning associated with co-
curricular service; however, some co-curricular service coordinators are choosing to 
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combine organized learning experiences with service activities (Furco, 1996; Torres, 
2000b). Individual or student groups such as sororities, fraternities, student government, 
freshman year groups, service clubs, honor societies, and pre-professional associations 
may participate in co-curricular community service activities organized or facilitated 
through the university (Forum, 2001). 
Federal Work Study and National Service Corps programs are sometimes called 
service pay jobs (Henry, 1995). Students who qualify for Federal Work Study financial 
aid can earn hourly wages for community service or on-campus student worker jobs. To 
receive maximum Federal Work Study funding, universities must have a specified 
percentage of students serving in the community. For example, in 2000, at least 7% 
Federal Work Study funds had to be used for work in community service jobs for the 
university to receive maximum funding (Corporation for National Service, 2001). 
National Service Corps Programs, which President Bush now calls the Freedom Corps, 
include AmeriCorps, America Reads, and VISTA.  These programs provide monthly 
stipends and/or higher education awards to students for community service. Service 
Corps members may or may not be currently enrolled in the university they plan to 
attend.  Student internships where students receive pay for service may also be classified 
here where students reap financial rewards and communities benefit from service. The 
Corporation for National and Community Service awards grants to higher education 
institutions, as well as community organizations to facilitate community service programs 
and recruit members to participate in the service (Corporation for National Service, 
2002). National and Community Service Corps programs also sponsor Learn and Serve 
24 
programs for higher education to encourage service-learning activities (Corporation for 
National Service, 2002b). 
Curricular community service performed by students as a part of academic 
course-work, such as service-learning or unpaid internships in non-profit organizations, 
are designed to be mutually beneficial to both university student and community 
organization partners. Ideally, in curricular service-learning experiences, service and 
learning goals are equally important.  Other curricular community service activities may 
be designed by university faculty primarily for the benefit of the student: internships, 
practica, pre-professional, clinical or student teaching experiences (Crews, 2002; Furco, 
1996). 
 Service-learning community-university partnerships, therefore, are one of many 
types of mutually beneficial arrangements involving student development and 
community-building service activities. Service-learning partnerships that are integrated 
into the teaching and service missions of agencies and universities, seeking to balance 
power among partners, and stressing learning along with service goals, seem to hold 
promise for overcoming the pitfalls of university attempts to serve the community in 
previous generations (Giles & Cruz, 1999; Kendall, 1990; NASULGC, 1999; Stanton, 
Torres, 2000)  
Service-Learning Partnerships 
Service-Learning Definitions 
 Frequently cited definitions of service-learning hold several elements in 
common: Mutuality or reciprocity in community-university relationships, reflection or 
intentional student learning from the experience, and activities that fulfill community 
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partner service goals, which requires joint planning and implementation involving both 
community and university partners (AAHE, Series; Bringle & Hatcher, 1995; Campus 
Community Partnerships for Health, 1998; Jacoby, 1996; Kendall, 1990;Kraft & Krug, 
1994; Torres, 2000). Academic or “curricular service-learning” includes an additional 
element, to fulfill credit-bearing course learning goals; “co-curricular” service-learning 
does not (Crews, 2002). A few of the most commonly used definitions for service-
learning in higher education are offered here (emphasis mine to identify common 
threads). According to Bringle & Hatcher, 1996):  
Service-learning is a credit-bearing, educational experience in which students 
participate in an organized service activity that meets identified community needs 
and reflect on the service activity in such a way as to gain further understanding 
of course content, a broader appreciation of the discipline, and an enhanced sense 
of civic responsibility (p. 222).  
 
The American Association for Higher Education (AAHE, Series): Services on Service-
Learning in the Disciplines has adapted this definition from the National Community 
Service and Trust Act of 1993: 
Service-learning means a method under which students learn and develop through 
thoughtfully organized service that: is conducted in and meets the needs of a 
community and is coordinated with an institution of higher education, and with the 
community; helps foster civic responsibility; is integrated into and enhances the 
academic curriculum of the students enrolled; and includes structured time for 
students to reflect on the experience. 
 
Barbara Jacoby (1996) uses this definition: 
Service-Learning is a form of experiential education in which students engage in 
activities that address human and community needs together with structured 
opportunities intentionally designed to promote student learning and 
development. Reflection and reciprocity are key concepts of service-learning (p. 
5). 
 
Sarena Seifer & Kara Conners (1997), and the Community-Campus Partnerships for 
Health (1998) organization use this description: 
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Service-learning is a structured learning experience which combines community 
service with preparation and reflection. Students participating in service-learning 
activities are not only expected to provide direct community service but also to 
learn about the context in which the service is provided, and to understand the 
connection between the service and their academic course work. Service-learning 
experiences: 
1. Are developed in collaboration with the community; 
2. Address community needs and build on community strengths and assets; 
3. Enhance the standard curriculum by extending learning beyond the lecture 
hall; 
4. Allow students to apply what they are learning in real world situations; 
5. Provide time for reflection, leadership development and discussion (pp. 6-7). 
 
Service-Learning Partners 
Four key partners, stakeholder groups or constituencies are often associated with 
service-learning programs: (a) community partners, who provide service opportunities; 
(b) student partners, who provide service and learn from the experience (c) faculty/staff 
partners, who plan community service experiences that can be integrated with student 
learning goals; and (d) university institutional partners, who may fund, facilitate, or 
coordinate a variety of community-university partnerships at their institution (Bringle & 
Hatcher, 1996; Driscoll, Gelmon, Holland, Kerrigan, Longley, & Spring, 1998; Gelmon, 
Holland, & Shinnamon, 1998; Gray, et al., 1999).  Note that university partners are 
broken down into three groups, while community partners are most often combined into 
one constituency or partner group. Infrequently, reference is made to community client 
partners, who are beneficiaries of student service and from whom students often learn; 
and agency staff partners, who facilitate, coordinate, or supervise students’ service (Learn 
and Serve Higher Education, 2000). 
Examples of Service-Learning Partnerships 
 Providing educational services, such as mentoring or tutoring, is one of the most 
common service-learning activities (Gray, et al., 1999); however, service and learning 
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activities vary widely. For example, sociology research methods instructor and students 
may engage in action research for a community organization such as Habitat for 
Humanity or the Neighborhood Revitalization Program (Campus Compact, 2000; 
Zlotkowski,1998). Pharmacy students may work with low literacy adults on a weekly 
basis to develop relationships based on caring, mutual respect and learning for both the 
university and adult reading program students (Olson & Hanna, 1997). Activities are as 
varied as the courses and the universities that sponsor them, yet basic principles for 
effective practice may be applied (Crews, 2002). 
Principles of Best Practice for Service-Learning 
Several sets of principles for designing and implementing community-university 
service-learning partnerships may be found in the literature. Principles that guide the 
development of many university service-learning programs are offered here (Albert, 
Gardner, Hollander & Zlotkowski, 2000; Crews, 2002).  
In Praxis I: A Faculty Casebook on Community Service Learning, Jeffrey Howard 
(1993) presents the following Principles of Good Practice in community service-learning 
pedagogy. Aimed primarily at increasing faculty involvement, these principles encourage 
instructors to maintain academic integrity by articulating rigorous goals for student 
learning (Jacoby, 1996): 
1. Academic credit is for learning, not for service. 
2. Do not compromise academic rigor. 
3. Set learning goals for students. 
4. Establish criteria for the selection of community service placements. 
5. Provide educationally sound mechanisms to facilitate the community-based 
learning. 
6. Provide supports for students to learn how to engage in community-based 
learning. 
7. Minimize the distinction between the student's community learning role and 
the classroom learning role. 
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8. Re-think the faculty Instructional role 
9. Be prepared for uncertainty and variation in student learning outcomes. 
          10.  Maximize the community responsibility orientation of the course (p. 5). 
 
The Johnson Foundation’s Wingspread conference produced the following 
Principles of Good Practice in Combining Service and Learning (Honnet & Poulsen, 
1989) in a project initiated by the National Society for Experiential Education (NSEE). 
Emphasizing program development and sustainability, these principles were drafted with 
the participation of more than seventy organizations, (Jacoby, 1996; Stanton, Giles & 
Cruz, 1999). 
An effective and sustained program that combines service and learning: 
1. Engages people in responsible and challenging actions for the common good. 
2. Provides structured opportunities for people to reflect critically on their 
service experience. 
3. Articulates clear service and learning goals for everyone involved. 
4. Allows for those with needs to define those needs. 
5. Clarifies the responsibilities of each person and organization involved. 
6. Matches service providers and service needs through a process that recognizes 
changing circumstances. 
7. Expects genuine, active and sustained organizational commitment. 
8. Includes training, supervision, monitoring, support, recognition and evaluation 
to meet service and learning goals. 
9. Insures that the time commitment for service and learning is flexible, 
appropriate and in the best interest of all involved. 
10. Is committed to program participation by and with diverse populations  
 
The Alliance for Service-Learning in Education Reform (ASLER) published 
Standards of Quality for School-Based and Community-Based Service-Learning in 1995. 
The eleven ASLER (1995) standards include: 
I. Effective service-learning efforts strengthen service and academic learning.  
II. Model service-learning provides concrete opportunities for youth to learn new 
skills, to think critically, and to test new roles in an environment that encourages 
risk-taking and rewards competence.  
III. Preparation and reflection are essential elements in service-learning.  
IV. Youths' efforts are recognized by those served, including their peers, the 
school, and the community.  
V. Youth are involved in the planning.  
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VI. The service students perform makes a meaningful contribution to the 
community.  
VII. Effective service-learning integrates systematic formative and summative 
evaluation.  
VIII. Service-learning connects the school or sponsoring organization and its 
community in new and positive ways.  
IX. Service-learning is understood and supported as an integral element in the life 
of a school or sponsoring organization and its community.  
X. Skilled adult guidance and supervision are essential to the success of service-
learning.  
XI. Preservice training, orientation, and staff development that include the 
philosophy and methodology of service-learning best ensure that program quality 
and continuity are maintained (National Service-Learning Clearninghouse 
Webpage). 
The National Service Learning Youth Leadership Council (1998) also published eleven 
standards or elements of service-learning. Their Essential Elements of Effective Service-
Learning include the following: 
1. Effective service-learning establishes clear educational goals that require the 
application of concepts, content and skills from the academic disciplines and 
involves students in the construction of their own knowledge.  
2. In effective service-learning, students are engaged in tasks that challenge and 
stretch them cognitively and developmentally.  
3. In effective service-learning, assessment is used as a way to enhance student 
learning as well as to document and evaluate how well students have met 
content and skills standards.  
4. Students are engaged in service tasks that have clear goals, meet genuine 
needs in the school or community and have significant consequences for 
themselves and others.  
5. Effective service-learning employs formative and summative evaluation in a 
systematic evaluation of the service effort and its outcomes.  
6. Effective service-learning seeks to maximize student voice in selecting, 
designing, implementing, and evaluating the service project.  
7. Effective service-learning values diversity through its participants, its practice 
and its outcomes.  
8. Effective service-learning promotes communication and interaction with the 
community and encourages partnerships and collaboration.  
9. Students are prepared for all aspects of their service work including a clear 
understanding of task and role, the skills and information required by the task, 
awareness of safety precautions, as well as knowledge about and sensitivity to 
the people with whom they will be working.  
10. Student reflection takes place before, during, and after service, uses multiple 
methods that encourage critical thinking, and is a central force in the design 
and fulfillment of curricular objectives. 
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11. Multiple methods are designed to acknowledge, celebrate, and further validate 
students' service work (Peace Corps website: 
http://www.peacecorps.gov/wws/service/questions/slelements.html) 
A simple “Service-Learning Framework” (Duckenfield & Swanson, 1992) often 
used by service-learning practitioners to summarize four critical elements of student 
community service-learning programs or projects includes: (P) preparation, (A) action, 
(R) reflection, and (C) celebration or recognizing the value of service contributions. The 
student-driven Campus Outreach Opportunity League (1993) (COOL), a national 
organization promoting student engagement in community service outlines the same four 
basic elements in its five Critical Elements of Thoughtful Community Service, adding 
one important element to address the partnership power/equity issue discussed earlier. 
COOL’s five elements are described this way: 
Community Voice 
Community voice is essential if we are to build bridges, make change, and 
solve problems. Any community service organization should make sure that the 
voice and needs of the community are included in the development of the 
community service program. 
 
Orientation and Training 
Orientation and training are important first steps for any community 
service experience. Information should be provided for student volunteers about 
the community, the issue, and the agency or community group. 
 
Meaningful Action 
Meaningful action means that the service being done is necessary and 
valuable to the community itself. Meaningful action makes people feel like what 
they did made a difference in a measurable way and that their time was utilized 
well. Without this, people will not want to continue their service no matter how 
well we do with the other four elements. 
 
Reflection 
Reflection is a crucial component of the community service learning 
experience. Reflection should happen immediately after the experience to discuss 
it through reactions, stories, feelings, and facts about the issues, which may dispel 
any stereotypes or an individual’s alienation from service-and reflection should 




Evaluation measures the impact of the student’s learning experience and 
the effectiveness of the service in the community. Students should evaluate their 
learning experience and agencies should evaluate the effectiveness of the 
student’s service. Evaluation gives direction for improvement, growth and change 
(p. 4). 
 
The University of Maryland (2001) has adapted these to create the PARE model for 
service-learning programs, composed of four elements: (P) Preparation, (A) Action, (R) 
Reflection, and (E) Evaluation. 
Barbara Holland (2001, March), service-learning scholar specializing in 
institutional assessment and who served as Director of the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development’s Office of University Partnerships (OUP) in 2001, spells out 
the following characteristics of sustainable community-university partnerships: 
1. Attention to communications and open cultivation of trust. 
2. Joint exploration of separate and common goals and interests. 
3. Creation of mutually rewarding shared agenda. 
4. Articulation of clear expectations, capacities, and consequences for each 
partner. 
5. Success measured in both institutional and community terms. 
6. Shared control of partnership directions, and/or resources. 
7. Focus on strengths and assets of each partner. 
8. Identification of opportunities for early success and regular celebration. 
9. Focus on shared (two-way) learning and capacity building. 
10. Commitment to continuous assessment of the partnership itself, as well as 
outcomes. 
     Community Campus Partnerships for Health (1998) (CCPH) developed principles 
to facilitate and strengthen community-campus partnerships involving communities and 
higher educational institutions as partners. The professional organization was founded in 
1996 to “foster partnerships between communities and education institutions that build on 
each other’s strengths.” Created by engaging members and participants of 1997 and 1998 
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annual conferences in dialogue, CCPH (1998) Principles of Good Community-Campus 
Partnerships are stated as follows: 
1. Partners have agreed upon mission, values, goals, and measurable outcomes 
for the partnership.  
2. The relationship between partners is characterized by mutual trust, respect, 
genuineness, and commitment.  
3. The partnership builds upon identified strengths and assets, but also addresses 
areas that need improvement.  
4. The partnership balances power among partners and enables resources among 
partners to be shared.  
5. There is clear, open and accessible communication between partners, making 
it an on-going priority to listen to each need, develop a common language, and 
validate/clarify the meaning of terms.  
6. Roles, norms, and processes for the partnership are established with the input 
and agreement of all partners.  
7. There is feedback to, among, and from all stakeholders in the partnership, 
with the goal of continuously improving the partnership and its outcomes.  
8. Partners share the credit for the partnership's accomplishments.  
9. Partnerships take time to develop and evolve over time.  
Campus Compact (Torres, 2000) identified benchmarks for community-university 
partnerships in a 1998 meeting convened at the Wingspread Conference Center in 
Racine, Wisconsin and co-sponsored by the Johnson Foundation and the Corporation for 
National Service. Expert campus/community partnership practitioners charged with the 
task of identifying “critical components of a genuine democratic partnership with 
communities” grouped eight benchmarks into three stages: (a) Stage I, Designing the 
Partnership; (b) Stage II, Building collaborative work relationships among partners; (c) 
Stage III, Sustaining the partnerships. Campus Compact’s benchmarks targeted at 
colleges and universities state that genuine democratic partnerships that build strong 
collaborative relationships that will be sustained over time are: 
1. Founded on a shared vision and clearly articulated values. 
2. Beneficial to partnering institutions. 
3. Composed of interpersonal relationships based on trust and mutual respect. 
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4. Multi-dimensional involving the participation of multiple sectors that act in 
service of a complex problem. 
5. Clearly organized and led with dynamism. 
6. Integrated into the mission and support systems of the partnering institutions. 
7. Sustained by a “partnership process” for communication, decision-making, 
and the initiation of change. 
8. Evaluated regularly with a focus on both methods and outcomes.  
 
In “Working Guidelines for Community-University Partnerships” submitted to the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Office of University Partnerships 
(2002) and found on the agency’s website, Attica Scott (2001) emphasized several key 
elements of partnerships echoing principles listed above: (a) shared vision, values and 
goals, (b) respect and commitment among partners, (c) deep sustained relationships, (d) 
mutual benefits, (e) on-going assessment and learning, (f) concrete actions for sustainable 
communities, and (g) institutional structures that promote cooperation and collaboration.  
Research on Service and Learning Partnerships 
Service-Learning Research 
In the 1980’s, service-learning research was emerging within the body of 
knowledge on experiential learning and shared primarily through the National Society for 
Experiential Education (Stanton, et al., 1999). A decade later, a research agenda for 
service-learning was developed as a result of a 1991 convening of practitioners and 
researchers in the field who “noted that there was an absence of service-learning research 
in higher education and only a few studies in K-12” service-learning, and no professional 
service-learning publication to publish research findings (Howard, et al., 2000, p. 6). 
Giles, Honnet & Migliore’s (1991) publication, A Research Agenda for Combining 
Service and Learning in the 1990’s, brought attention to the need for research on the 
developing field suggested areas of inquiry: (a) impact on student learners, (b) impact on 
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universities, and (c) impact on community participants (Giles, et al. 1991). Developing 
theory and programs models were also areas of concern; however the theme of primary 
importance was “to demonstrate the effects of service-learning on student learning” 
(Howard, et al., 2000). 
 By 1997, research needs were identified in new areas; among them: (a) impact on 
faculty, (b) how and why faculty participate, (c) what has and has not worked, (d) the 
development and testing of concepts and constructs to enhance the development of 
variable and researchable questions, (e) institutionalizing service-learning, and (f) impact 
on communities. That same year, primary stakeholders for the study of service-learning 
were identified by researchers: (a) students, (b) faculty, (c) institutions, and (d) 
community (Howard, et al., 2000). 
Effects of Service-Learning on Partners 
Student effects. More research has been done on the impact of service-learning 
on students than any other area. In a summary of service-learning research done from 
1993 to 2000, Eyler, Giles, Stenson, and Gray (2001) identified categories program 
effects on students including: (a) personal outcomes, (b) social outcomes, (c) learning 
outcomes, (d) career development, (e) students’ relationships with the university, (f) the 
process of student development (p. 2-5). The authors also identified effects of program 
characteristics on students: (a) placement quality, (b) reflection, (c) application of service, 
(d) duration and intensity of service, (e) exposure to diversity, and (f) community voice 
(Eyler, et al., 2001, p. 6-7).  
In Review of Research and Evaluation on Service-Learning in Public and Higher 
Education, Kraft & Krug (1994) identify three categories of student impact research and 
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findings: (a) social growth investigations, (b) psychological development investigations, 
and (c) moral judgment studies; along with general studies on programs, and community 
impact and effects on those served. One source cited in the publication (Kraft, 
Goldwasser, Swadener & Timmons, 1993) identifies two impact domains for outcomes 
of service-learning programs in K-12 and higher education in Colorado: (a) participant 
(student) attitudes, including civic/ social responsibility, social justice, and self-esteem, to 
name a few; and (b) participant (student) behaviors, such as, grade point average, 
attendance, and basic skills scores. In Recent Dissertations on Service and Service-
Learning Topics, Shumer, Treacy, Hengel, and O’Donnell (1999) identify studies on 
effects of service-learning, where at least five of the works cited impacts on higher 
education students. 
Faculty effects. Much less is known about effects of service-learning on higher 
education faculty; however, at least fourteen studies have been identified in the last 
decade showing impacts in four categories: (a) faculty satisfaction with quality of student 
learning, (b) faculty commitment to research (c) lack of resources/barrier identified by 
faculty, and (d) the increase in faculty integrating service-learning into courses (Eyler, et 
al. 1999). 
Institutional effects. Impacts of service-learning on colleges and universities 
studied have included: (a) student retention, (b) enhanced community relations, (c) 
required service-learning, (d) availability of service-learning programs, and (e) 
institutional commitment to service-learning curriculum (Eyler, et al., 2001). In addition 
to research, several scholarly works written by service-learning leaders have examined 
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processes and effects of the pedagogy on institutions of higher education (Holland, 1997; 
2001; Hollander, 1999) 
Community effects. Little research has been done to measure the impact of 
service-learning on communities. Nine studies were identified in three categories of 
community impacts in Eyler, Giles, Stenson and Gray’s (2001) compilation: (a) 
satisfaction with student participation, (b) enhanced university relations, and (b) useful 
service. Several other studies have subsequently been published by university service-
learning researchers and have been discussed in some detail later in this review. 
Research with Community Partners 
Research contributing to the body of knowledge about university service-learning 
programs from the community perspective has been primarily qualitative in nature 
(Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Clarke, 2000; Driscoll, et al., 1998; Gelmon, et al., 1998; 
Gray, et al., 1999; Wolf, 1998). In some comprehensive studies designed to assess effects 
on students, faculty, universities, and communities, the community component has been 
included as a small part of the larger research project (Driscoll, et al., 1998; Gelmon, et 
al., 1998; Gray, et al., 1999; Wolf, 1998). Quantitative community components of studies 
have been primarily descriptive in nature (Gray, et al., 1999). Methodologies and 
variables used in service-learning research or advocated in the literature have been 
summarized here along with findings. 
Effectiveness of service-learning on communities has been measured using 
interviews with community organization partners, focus groups, survey questionnaires 
and documentation review (student reflection journals). In a recent Campus Compact 
publication, Assessing Internal and External Outcomes of Service-Learning 
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Collaborations (Pickeral & Peters Eds., 1998), Koulish (1998) advocates using 
qualitative tools to assess positive and negative features of community involvement for 
community partners both prior to, during, and subsequent to site visits, as well as 
responsiveness of the project to needs and concerns of the community. Indeed, studying 
positive features or benefits to communities, and identifying problematic program areas 
has been the focus of recent research in the area. 
In a research project sponsored by the Corporation for National Service Fellows 
Program, Howard Wolf (1998) gathered information on engaging college students in 
community service from Ohio Campus Compact institutions of higher education, 
community agency partners, and national service project directors. Initially, two surveys 
were conducted with university contacts responsible for community service and Federal 
Work Study Programs. Informational interviews and focus groups were also conducted at 
a selection of schools where those interviewed included school administrators, students, 
community service contacts, work-study directors, national service project directors, and 
representatives from community agencies. An advisory committee composed of members 
from each interest group participated in the design and review of the research and the 
resulting resource guide designed for use by community organizations, college 
administrators, faculty and students. Benefits of college students’ community service 
identified in the study include: 
1. Meeting community needs 
2. Sharing unique skills, especially technology (web page design) 
3. Dispelling myths and stereotypes  
4. Building morale through student enthusiasm 
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5. Gaining access to higher education resources. 
Wolf (1998) also identified problem areas for developing relationships to connect 
college students with service in community organizations: 
1. Lack of resources. Time, money, and staff resources at community 
organizations are often limited. 
2. Lack of awareness. Community organizations may not know whom to contact 
or what kinds of services students can provide or how to use students, 
especially when no “community service office” or university website 
providing guidance exists. 
3. Lack of consistency. Class scheduling, the university academic calendar, 
students’ lack of follow-through on commitments, turnover in community 
agency or college staff, and communication breakdowns may affect student 
service commitments.  
4. Frustration regarding paperwork.  Paperwork may be overwhelming to 
agencies when timesheets, action logs, and agreements of understanding must 
be prepared, especially when working with several university departments 
and/or several universities. 
5. Ability to utilize resources offered may be difficult.  For example, matching 
agency hours of operation vs. student availability, transportation to work sites, 
and agency service needs with student learning goals may be time consuming 
or impossible. 
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6. Organizational structure and policies, staff willingness to accommodate 
student service, or competing sources of service providers were also sources 
of potential difficulties identified, as were: 
7. Liability and risk management concerns.  
8. Amount of time necessary for building and maintaining relationships. 
9. Maintaining personal relationships. 
10. Lack of community understanding of student issues. 
11. Lack of university partner understanding of community issues (Wolf, 1998). 
According to Renner (1997), Kapi’olani Community College service-learning 
program evaluation employs a variety of assessment components including agency 
feedback forms (surveys); however, attempts to systematize data collection using this 
method have not been useful due to the low rate of completion and return of instruments. 
Personal interaction in face-to-face meetings or telephone interviews were much more 
successful and yielded “a great deal of useful feedback.” Identification of problem areas 
and successes has led to program improvements to maximize benefits and create “more 
efficient connections between the community and the classroom” (Renner, 1997, p. 9). 
In seeking to develop an assessment model focusing on all four constituencies involved 
in service-learning (students, faculty, community, and institution), Portland State 
University researchers piloted a model in a study of ten service-learning courses using 
both quantitative and qualitative measures to document, describe and assess service-
learning at three levels of assessment: diagnostic, formative, and summative (Driscoll, 
Gelmon, Holland, Kerrigan, Longley & Spring, 1998). The model was further developed 
in a study to evaluate a multi-institution multi-year program, Health Professions Schools 
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in Service to the Nation, designed to explore service-learning as a tool for curricular 
reform and for preparing future professional effectively (Gelmon, et al., 1998). Further 
refined in publications produced for professional service-learning organizations Campus 
Community Partnerships for Health and Campus Compact), the model is described as a 
“matrix for community assessment” (Gelmon, Holland, Driscoll, Spring & Kerrigan, 
2001; Shinnamon, Gelmon & Holland, 1999). Two major types of variables are examined 
in the matrix: (a) variables about community partner organization and (b) variables about 
community-university partnership.  
The community organization variable is further broken down into three types of 
benefits: social, economic and capacity to fulfill organizational mission. Indicators for the 
economic benefits variable include identification of new staff and identification of 
funding opportunities, among others. Indicators of social benefits include “new 
connections or networks” and others (Gelmon, et al., 2001, p. 92). 
The community-university partnership variable is divided into four categories 
having to do with the nature of the: (a) relationship, (b) interaction, (c) satisfaction with 
the partnership, and (d) sustainability of the partnership. Instruments for observations, 
focus groups, interviews and a survey have also been developed (Gelmon, et al., 2001). 
Indicators listed for the “nature of community interaction” variable include: “involvement 
with each others’ activities,” “communication patterns,” “community awareness of 
university programs and activities,” and “university awareness of community partner 
programs and activities.” Indicators listed for the “satisfaction with partnership” variable 
include: “perception of mutuality and reciprocity,” “responsiveness to concerns,” 
“willingness to provide feedback.” 
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Researchers in a RAND study used community impact surveys and site visits to 
determine the impact of approximately 400 Learn and Serve America Higher Education 
(LSAHE) service-learning programs funded by the Corporation for National Service 
(Gray, et al., 1999). Return on investment was also calculated based on data collected by 
program accomplishments surveys, community impact surveys and secondary data to 
place a valuation on the services produced by funded programs. The valuation used a 
comparison to part-time temporary workers that might be hired by community 
organization to produce equivalent service. An on-line resource, America’s Job Bank, 
was the source of wage data. Community organization staff who coordinated or regularly 
observe the work of volunteers were asked to assess the effectiveness of collegiate 
service-learners because “they have no ‘stake’ in the LSAHE evaluation results and 
hence are likely to be unbiased in their assessment” (Gray, et al., 1999, p. 14). The 
assessment of students’ effectiveness as service providers was based on a conceptual 
framework that considered the students’ contributions to the community organization and 
to the service recipients. Major issues of interest included: 
 
A. The degree to which the volunteers enhanced the community organization 
by enabling it to reach more people, provide more service, improve quality 
of service, or improve the organizational climate (e.g., morale); 
B. The degree to which the volunteers contributed directly to achieving the 
goals of the community organization and meeting societal needs, such as 
helping children learn, improving public safety, or preventing illness. 
C. The differences between volunteers from institutions with (program) 
grants and other service providers, including other volunteers and paid 
staff; 
D. Community organization staff assessments of volunteers’ strengths and 
weaknesses, and the staff’s overall satisfaction with the volunteers and 
interest in continuing to work with the college or university. (Gray, et al., 
1999, p. 14) 
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Focused on descriptive information about community organizations, assessments 
of students’ effects on the service organization, and strengths or weaknesses as service 
providers, RAND’s community impact survey questions were based on reviews of the 
literature about effective service programs (Kupiec, 1993). Items assessing students’ 
effects on service recipients were designed to articulate with the service “outputs” 
included in the accomplishments survey completed by university program directors; 
however, community organization surveys were dropped from the evaluation plan 
because satisfaction ratings were so high that tracking further increases was not possible 
(Gray, et al., 1999).  
In Creating Sustainable Service Learning Programs: Lessons Learned from the 
Horizons Project, 1997-2000, Robinson (2000) summarized important strategies or 
actions that lead to sustainability. Thirty-seven items in eight categories are listed, 
including a “community collaboration” category, a “program development and 
management category” and others. A few of the items pertaining to community 
collaborations and program leadership are listed here: 
1. Provide orientation handbook for agencies 
2. Recognize outstanding agencies and conduct service fairs 
3. Build relationships with and between agency partners and faculty 
4. Use a service learning advisory board or committee 
5. Include a formal assessment through the office of institutional research 
6. Report assessment results to stakeholders 
7. Arrange in-class presentation by agency partners (p. 2) 
43 
In an earlier Delphi study designed to identify defining characteristics of 
community-university partnerships and principles guiding design and implementation, 
data was gathered from an expert panel of twenty-two experienced faculty and executives 
in partnering community organizations. Focus on learning, generating knowledge, 
sharing, or applying it to address societal needs, was the distinguishing characteristic of 
community-university partnerships identified by the panelists(Sandman & Baker-Clark, 
1997). Principles for successful partnerships identified emerged around two major 
themes: initiating partnerships, and maintaining partnerships. Training needs of faculty 
were also identified. 
Clarke (2000) evaluated the community impact of service initiatives using the 3-I 
Model looking at three stages in the community impact process: (a) Initiators who 
developed the project and goals or understandings of the partnership; (b) Initiatives 
focusing on the processes of the partnership; and (c) Impact or the extent to which 
intended outcomes and goals were met (Cruz & Giles, 2000). Clarke’s (2000) 3-I 
Framework employed five sources of quantitative and qualitative data to create a chain of 
evidence: observations, survey, self-report, focus group, and document analysis. One 
university program initiator and 28 members of a community development organization 
were the subjects of the research. 
In another study, Vernon & Ward (1999) surveyed 65 directors of community 
service agencies in four rural towns to collect information on perceptions of students, 
activities, the university campus in question, and higher education in general. Follow-up 
interviews were conducted with 30 agency personnel whose responses were examined for 
themes. Although community partners had positive perceptions of students and 
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campuses, agency personnel desired more communication with professors, more training 
to prepare students, and more clearly outlined purposes and expectations of service 
initiatives (Eyler, et al., 2001; Vernon & Ward, 1999; personal communication with 
Andrea Vernon, October 23, 2001). 
Findings of several other service-learning studies also showed three other broad 
areas of impact on communities: 
1. Community partners were satisfied with student participation (Cohen & 
Kinsey, 1994; Ferrari & Worrall, 2000; Foreman, 1996; Greene & Diehm, 
1995; Nigor & Wortham, 1998; NASULGC, 1995). 
2.  Students provided useful service (Bringle & Kremer, 1993; Henderson & 
Brookhart, 1997; Western Washington University, 1994). 
3. Service-learning enhanced university relations (Clarke, 2000; Driscoll, et al., 
1998; Gray, et al., 1999) were reported in research findings showing impact of 
service-learning on communities (Eyler, et al., 2001). 
Practitioner Instruments 
Several leading practitioners have also developed instruments for assessing the 
community partnership dimension of service-learning programs. Shumer’s (2000) “Self-
Assessment for Service-Learning” is designed as a self-reflective system for practitioners 
to evaluate service-learning initiatives and to educate practitioners about good principles 
of practice with emphasis on K-12 programs. The instrument lists 23 statements based 
upon theories of experiential learning and recognized service-learning standards in five 
sections: (a) culture and context, (b) philosophy and purpose, (c) policy and parameters, 
(d) practice and pedagogy, and (e) assessment and accountability.  
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Composed in two main parts, the instrument invites service-learning school 
professionals first to score their programs on the 23 general items with one of three 
responses: weak (barrier), needs work, or strong (asset). Part two then breaks statements 
down into detailed components for scoring in various ways. 
Furco (2002) has developed a variety of instruments to assess the impact of 
service-learning on students, faculty, educational institutions, and communities, including 
a “Community Based Organization Survey” and a site-visit protocol (date unknown). A 
recent project of Campus Compact, Furco’s (2002) “Self-Assessment Rubric for the 
Institutionalization of Service-Learning in Higher Education” includes “community 
participation and partnerships” among five dimensions with several components. Higher 
education professionals are instructed to mark the current status of partnerships at one of 
three levels described in some detail. Components of community partnerships include: (a) 
community partner awareness, (b) mutual understanding, and (c) community partner 
voice & leadership. Furco’s (2002) rubric stresses the importance of community and 
university partners understanding “each other’s needs, timelines, goals, and resources,” as 
well as providing opportunities for community agency representatives to take on 
leadership roles on-campus and recruit to fulfill their own purposes (p.4). 
As director of Brevard Community College’s service-learning program and 
former Florida Campus Compact Director, Roger Henry developed and adapted a number 
of useful instruments. A 16 item agency questionnaire (Torres, 2000b) asks community 
organization partners to mark their level of agreement with statements describing 
program processes and their satisfaction at one of six levels of agreement: (a) strongly 
agree, (b) agree, (c) disagree, (d) strongly disagree, (e) undecided, or (f) not applicable. 
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Open-ended questions also give community partners an opportunity to write comments 
(p. 177-178). Brevard’s (1998) “Assessment Packet” also includes an instrument adapted 
from Campus Compact National Center for Community Colleges, “Indicators of 
Effective Service-Learning Collaboration” with community in which 35 process-type 
items are scored at one of three levels: very, somewhat, or not at all.  
RMC Research (in press) has developed a Service-Learning and School 
Improvement Self Assessment Tool to measure program quality and to stimulate dialogue 
for program improvement. Stakeholder administrators, teachers, and service coordinators 
completing the assessment are asked to assign numbers (0-3) indicating the “importance” 
and “current status” of each best practices item listed in eight sections or categories. 
Average scores for each section are to be calculated to identify areas of strength, 
challenge, and priority. 
The Annie Casey Foundation (1999), United Way (1996), Kellogg Foundation 
(Petersen, 1998) and Innonet (Fine, Thayer &  Coghlan, 1998) have also produced useful 
tools for assessing the quality of non-profit community-building partnership programs.  
The Kellogg Foundation’s “Learning in Deed” program in partnership with the 
Corporation for National Service’s Support and Training for Assessment Results 
(S.T.A.R.) program and RMC also provides a Compendium of Assessment and Research 
Tools (C.A.R.T.) for Measuring Education and Youth Development Outcomes for those 




Leading scholars are calling for more systematic scientific research to develop 
theory, to provide supporting evidence to document the effectiveness of community-
university service-learning partnerships, and to increase understanding of practice among 
practitioners (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Cruz & Giles, 2000; Furco, 2000; Furco & Billig, 
2002; Holland, 2001; Shumer, 2000).  Gelmon (2000), however, points out that 
practitioners are more interested in finding easy-to-use information and tools that can 
adapted to suit their own purposes and may not have the time or resources for formal 
research. Cruz and Giles (2000) propose using the partnership as the unit of analysis, 
examining the properties of partnerships and how they change to encourage exemplary 
service-learning practices. Considering the scarcity of resources, time, and capacity of 
community and university professionals, research for creating dialogue to improve 
service-learning practice and build sustained collaborations is recommended (Cruz & 




CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Population and Sample 
 The target population for this study was community service organization staff 
members who were current or potential partners for community-university service and 
learning partnership projects.  The accessible population was composed of community 
service organization staff members (N = 1,530) listed with Volunteer Baton Rouge, a 
metropolitan non-profit volunteer service placement organization.  A random sample (n = 
765) of community service organization staff members listed in the Volunteer Baton 
Rouge database was drawn to participate in a mail survey.  It was expected that some 
community organization staff members would have experience working with one or more 
universities near Baton Rouge, and some would have no experience or interest in 
community-university service and learning partnerships at all, leading to greater variation 
in responses than if only community partners who regularly worked with community-
university partnership projects were surveyed. 
 According to Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black (1995), a minimum of five 
observations were needed for each item to be analyzed in order to use factor analysis 
procedures. The number of items in the importance of community-university partnership 
practices scale developed for this research was multiplied by five (52 items x 5 = 260), 
suggesting that 260 observations were required.  Adjusting for an anticipated response 
rate of 35%, the sample size calculated above was multiplied by three to get the required 
number of usable observations (260 x 3 = 780).  The 780 sample size needed according to 
this formula exceeded the minimum sample size needed for all other analyses according 
to Cochran’s (1977) formula described below. 
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According to Cochran’s (1977) formula, for a population of 1,530, a minimum of 
153 responses was needed to estimate perceived importance of partnership practices on a 
5 point scale. A preset alpha level of .05 was used to indicate the level of acceptable risk 
the researcher was willing to take that the actual margin of error may exceed the 
acceptable margin of error.  The estimate of variance in the population for a 5-point scale 
was estimated to be 1.0, and the acceptable margin of error was established at .03. 
Adjusting for an anticipated response rate of 35%, the sample size needed to be increased 
to 438. The sample size required for using factor analysis procedures (780) exceeded this 
sample size. 
Approximately 2,000 names of community organization staff members were 
listed on the database printout provided by the metropolitan volunteer coordinating 
agency.  After eliminating duplicate names and correcting names of staff members 
known to have left the organization, 1,530 community organization staff members 
remained on the mailing list for the accessible population. These included executive 
directors of agencies, volunteer coordinators who had requested help in recruiting 
volunteers to serve at their agency, and participants in programs for community 
organization staff members.  
The sample drawn for the study (every other name listed) included 765 
community organization staff members, who were surveyed by mail.  After mailing two 
surveys and a postcard reminder, 180 (24%) of the surveys had been returned. More than 
a hundred additional surveys were returned by the post office as “undeliverable.” Table 1 
shows the numbers of surveys mailed, returned and completed. 
50 
A minimum of 260 responses was needed (5 for each of the 52 survey items) to 
use factor analysis statistical procedures (Hair, et al., 1995); therefore an intensive 
telephone follow-up of non-respondents (n = 477) was conducted.  A random sample of 
non-respondents (n = 235, every other one) was asked to respond to a faxed copy of the 
survey instrument or to a third mailed copy.  If the non-respondent was unavailable, a 
message was left.  Inquiries were also made to ascertain fax numbers where surveys 
could be transmitted. 
Telephone calls revealed that some of the drawn sample were no longer with the 
organization, in which case the person currently in the staff position vacated was asked to 
complete the faxed or mailed survey. Visits were made to a few respondents who had not 
completed the survey entirely and who had agreed to finish the survey when telephoned.  
The researcher did not converse with the respondent as the survey was being completed.  
No interviews were conducted and no verbal responses to survey items were collected. 
After completing the first round of mail data collection, and intensive follow-up 
for the second round of data collection, including telephone calls and faxing, a total of 
307 (40%) community organization staff members had responded to the survey 
instrument; however, 46 incomplete surveys were not used in the data analysis. Survey 
instruments were scanned electronically and then audited manually to ensure accuracy.  
The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) computer software was used to 
analyze data from 261 surveys (34%). 
Comparing Early and Late Respondents 
 To determine if non-respondents who completed surveys in the second round of 
data collection differed significantly from early responders to the survey, the grand  
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Table 1 
Timeline and Results for Data Collection Procedures 
 











June 6, 2002- First mailing of instrument 
765   
June 13, 2002- Postcards mailed after one week 611   
June 25, 2002- Second mailing of instrument 498   
Early responders (after two mailings and post-card) 





Returned “undeliverable” mail surveys   113  
Incomplete surveys returned    46  
Non-respondent follow-up (n =  477)    
Conducted July 16 through August 12, 2002 




Late responders (responses received during non-
respondent follow-up) 







Total usable surveys completed    261 34.1% 
Note. Accessible population: Community organization staff. N = 1,530. 
means of the total importance scale (all 52 items) were compared.  Means of summed 
levels of frequency scales were also compared.  
Table 2 shows the comparison of the grand mean of the total importance scale of 
surveys completed in the first round (n=135, m=2.97) to the grand mean of the total scale 
of surveys completed in the second round (n=126, m=2.96). Table 3 shows results of 
similar t-tests for the level of frequency with which partnership practices had been 
observed scale. The grand total of the summed levels of frequency for early responders 
was 73.80 for the 52 items on the 4 point scale. The grand total of the summed levels of 
frequency for late responders was 60.86.  The possible grand totals ranged from 0 to 208 
for the 4 point, 52-item scale.  Tables 2 and 3 show that there was no significant 
difference between the data collected from early responders and non-respondents (who 
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responded late); therefore, data from the complete delivered sample of 261 respondents 
was combined for further analyses.  
Table 2 
Comparison of Grand Means of the Total 52-Item Importance Scale 
 
Responder Group  N    M SD    SE Mean      t     df     p          
Early   135  2.97 .47 .04  -.29   259  .77     
Late    126  2.96 .53 .05 
Note. The t-test was conducted using the assumption of equal variances based on 
Levines’s test indicating the variances did not differ significantly. 
 
Table 3 
Comparison of the Grand Sums of Levels of Frequency with which Partnership Practices 
Had Been Observed for the Total 52-Item Scale of Early and Late Responders 
 
Responder Group  N    M     SD        SE Mean          t         df     p          
Early   135  73.80   54.93        4.73    1.80       259           .073         
Late    126  60.86   61.02        5.44 
Note. The t-test was conducted using the assumption of equal variances based on 




 A survey questionnaire composed of items derived from a comprehensive review 
of the literature was designed by the researcher. The questionnaire included two main 
sections: demographic questions and partnership practices scales. In section 1, 
demographic questions were designed to gain information from respondents regarding 
roles or staff position(s) currently held in their organization, experience with community-
university service and learning partnerships, and interest in such partnerships. Section 2 
included two anchored scales on which respondents recorded perceived importance of 
selected partnership practices items, and the frequency with which partnership practices 
had been observed in community-university partnerships.  
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The terminology “level of frequency observed” was selected rather than “How 
well did we do?” in an attempt to make answering less threatening to community partners 
who might be reluctant to mark low levels of performance for partnership practices. 
Levels of importance and frequency were designed for a scale of 0 to 4 points for ease of 
interpretation. A score of 4 would be the best possible, similar to the grade point average 
used at many universities. 
 A copy of the instrument may be found in Appendix A.  A chart that provides the 
references used by the researcher in designing each item can be found in Appendix B.  
Before administering the instrument, approval for conducting research with human 
subjects was obtained from the LSU Institutional Review Board. 
 A panel of ten experts in community-university partnerships were asked to review 
the instrument for content validity. Upon suggestions from these local non-profit and 
national service-learning experts, revisions were made in item wording and items 
included in the instrument.  After pilot testing the instrument with a small sample (n=25) 
of community organization staff, a few additional minor revisions in wording and 
instructions were made. 
Data Collection 
 Methods for administering the mail survey instrument were based on Dillman’s 
design (Dillman, 1999; Salant & Dillman, 1994). In early June of 2002,  765 subjects 
were mailed a survey instrument, a self-addressed envelope, and a cover letter 
guaranteeing anonymity. A target response date of two weeks following the mailing was 
requested. Serial numbers on surveys allowed the researcher to determine which subjects 
had responded.  
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One week after the initial mailing, a reminder postcard was sent to non-
respondents. Two weeks after the initial mailing, a follow-up letter and second survey 
instrument was sent to subjects who had not responded. Three weeks after the initial 
mailing, a random sample (n=233) of non-respondents was selected to be contacted by 
telephone.  Subjects were asked to return the survey form, a faxed duplicate, or a third 
mailed copy as soon as possible. Telephone contacts continued through July and into 
mid-August. Copies of the letters and the postcard sent may be found in Appendices C, 
D, and E. 
The response rate was lower than expected; therefore, more intensive follow-up 
activities were required to get the number of completed surveys needed for analyses than 
planned. Two things may have contributed to the lower than expected response rate: the 
high turnover rate for staff and officers of community organizations, and the end of the 
school year.  Teachers who were included in the sample had just left school for the 
summer. Since completing data collection took longer than expected, some surveys were 
received from teachers after they returned to school in August. Telephones were 
disconnected or respondents were no longer at the organization called for 71 subjects.  
Data Analysis by Objective 
Objective One 
Objective one was to describe experience and interest in working with 
community-university partnerships of community organization staff as measured by 
selected variables in three categories: (a) roles or position(s) currently held (organization 
director or program leader, volunteer placement coordinator, direct service supervisor, 
and/or other), (b) experience as measured by seven selected factors, and (c) motivation or 
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interest in working with university students in community-university service and learning 
partnerships. Specific analyses are described below. 
Role. Roles or positions currently held marked by respondents on Part I, question 
A of the survey instrument were reported in nine categories: 
1. Organization director or program leader (role 1), dummy coded 1 for yes and 
0 for no. 
2. Volunteer placement coordinator (role 2), dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for 
no. 
3. Direct service supervisor of volunteers (role 3), dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 
for no. 
4. Other (role 4), dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
5. Total number of roles indicated by each respondent, calculated as the sum of 
items 1 through 4. 
6. Combination of roles 1 and 2, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
7. Combination of roles 1 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
8. Combination of roles 2 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
9. Combination of roles 1, 2 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
Frequencies and percentages for each of the nine roles were calculated, as well as a total 
number of positions marked. 
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Experience. Frequencies and percentages for each of the following experience 
variables marked on question B of the survey instrument were calculated, as well as the 
total number of experiences marked: 
1. I have made decisions about whether or not to use university students to fulfill 
community service goals. 
2. I have placed university students in specific service positions. 
3. I have supervised and monitored university student service on the job. 
4. I have worked with students who participate in community service to fulfill 
academic learning goals for class credit. 
5. I have worked with university faculty to coordinate service-learning activities 
for a group of students in a particular course. 
6. I have more than one year of experience with service-learning students. 
7. I have participated in service-learning training for community partners who 
work with university students. 
Motivation. Frequencies and percentages were also calculated and reported for 
each of the three following motivation or interest variables marked on question C of the 
survey instrument, along with a total number of interest items marked: 
1. I have NO interest in working with university students. 
2. I am interested in working with university students to fulfill our organization’s 
service goals. 
3. I am interested in working with university students to provide learning 
opportunities for them. 
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Objective Two 
Objective two was to determine the level of frequency with which selected 
partnership practices had been observed by community organization staff.  Mean levels 
of frequency (0-4) and standard deviations were computed for each item. A sum of levels 
of frequency marked for the scale was calculated for each community organization staff 
partner and was used as an independent variable in further analyses using the 52-item 
scale to measure one construct. 
Objective Three 
Objective three was to determine the level of importance of selected partnership 
practices as perceived by community organization staff.  Mean levels of perceived 
importance (0-4) and standard deviations were computed for each of the 52 partnership 
practice items. Mean levels of importance were used in factor analysis procedures 
conducted to determine if underlying constructs (principle components or factors) existed 
in partnership practices regarding perceived importance. A factor loading of .4 or higher 
was set a priori as the acceptable level for grouping partnership practices items. Specific 
practices fitting into each factor identified were reported.  Factors were treated as 
independent variables for the analyses in objective four. 
Objective Four 
Objective four was to determine if selected experience and interest variables or 
the level of frequency with which selected partnership practices had been observed could 
be used to explain a significant proportion of the variance in the perceived importance of 
partnership practices factors.  Multiple regression techniques were used for the analysis 
of each factor identified in the previous factor analysis procedure. Grand mean levels of 
58 
importance for the factors were used as dependent variables and demographic variables 
were entered as independent variables. Stepwise entry of 21 independent variables was 
used because of the exploratory nature of the study. Twenty-one selected independent 
variables in four broad categories were entered into stepwise regression analyses: 
A. Roles or position(s) currently held in the community organization 
1. Organization director or program leader, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
2. Volunteer placement coordinator, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
3. Direct service supervisor of volunteers, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
4. Other, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
5. Total number of roles indicated by each respondent, calculated as the sum of 
items 1 through 4. 
6. Combination of roles 1 and 2, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
7. Combination of roles 1 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
8. Combination of roles 2 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
9. Combination of roles 1, 2 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
B. Experience with community-university service and learning partnerships 
10. I have made decisions about whether or not to use university students to fulfill 
community service goals, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
59 
11.  I have placed university students in specific service positions, dummy coded 
1 for yes and 0 for no. 
12. I have supervised and monitored university student service on the job, dummy 
coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
13. I have worked with students who participate in community service to fulfill 
academic learning goals for class credit, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
14. I have worked with university faculty to coordinate service-learning activities 
for a group of students in a particular course, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 
for no. 
15. I have more than one year of experience with service-learning students, 
dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
16. I have participated in service-learning training for community partners who 
work with university students, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
17. Total number of experiences in which each respondent had participated, 
calculated as the sum of experiences 1 through 7. 
C. Interest in community-university service and learning partnerships 
18. Total number of motivation or interest marked by each respondent, calculated 
as the sum of interest items 1 to 3. 
19. I am interested in working with university students to fulfill our organization’s 
service goals, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
20. I am interested in working with university students to provide learning 
opportunities for them, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
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D. Frequency with which partnership practices have been observed 
21. A sum of levels of frequency (0 to 4) marked by each respondent for the 52 
partnership practices items was calculated and used as one independent 
variable. 
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CHAPTER 4:  FINDINGS 
Objective One  
The purpose of this study was to explore community organization staff 
perceptions about the importance of selected practices in building effective community-
university service and learning partnerships. Objective one was to describe experience 
and interest in working with community-university partnerships of community 
organization staff as measured by selected variables in three categories: (a) roles or 
position(s) currently held (organization director or program leader, volunteer placement 
coordinator, direct service supervisor, and/or other), (b) experience as measured by seven 
selected variables, and (c) motivation or interest in working with university students in 
community-university service and learning partnerships.  
Position or Role 
Respondents were asked to “mark all that apply” of four roles or positions 
currently held at their organization on Part I, question A of the survey instrument:  
1. Organization Director or Program Leader, 
2. Volunteer Placement Coordinator,  
3. Direct Service Supervisor of Volunteers; and  
4. Other.  
Table 4 shows the total number of positions or roles marked by each respondent, 
as well as the number of respondents who marked each of the four roles. The largest 
number of respondents, 74% (n=195), indicated that they currently played only one role 
at their organization by marking only one position of the four items listed.  The largest 
group of respondents indicated that they served in “organization director or program 
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leader” role or position (52.10%, n=136). “Other” roles specified by some of the 83 
(31.80%) respondents who indicated that they held a position other than those listed 
included:  school teacher, Sunday school teacher, club officer, food bank sorter, volunteer 
or other positions that did not involve working with university students. Appendix F lists 
other positions, frequencies of responses where appropriate, and comments written by 
respondents. Some of the respondents who returned surveys with missing data indicated 
that they did not feel qualified to answer the survey because they had never worked with 
university students at their organization, or that they did not work with volunteers of any 
kind. In the space for comments on the last page of the survey instrument, a few 
respondents indicated that they typically worked with individual student interns who 
received academic credit for service, as opposed to groups of students participating in 
service- learning activities in a particular university course.  Other respondents 
commented that they had never worked with service-learning students. Surveys with 
missing data in the “Levels of Importance” scale were not used in the data analysis.  
Frequencies for specific combinations of roles are also reported in Table 4. 
Twenty-three (8.80%) community organization staff respondents indicated they played a 
combination of three roles at their organization (Roles 1, 2 & 3): organization director or 
program leader, volunteer placement coordinator, and direct service supervisor. Nine 
respondents indicated that they played the combination of roles 2 and 3, volunteer 
placement coordinator and direct service supervisor of volunteers. Since respondents 
were asked to “mark all that apply” and could mark any number of roles, numbers of 




Community Organization Staff Current Positions or Roles Played in Relation to 
Volunteers 
 
Total Number of Roles a      n       %         Cumulative % 
0        6      2.30      2.30 
1                      195   74.70   77.00 
2                          36  13.80   90.80 
3                           20      7.70   98.50 
4                   4     1.50            100.00 
Total                    261                100.00 
 
Role or Position          n     % 
1 Organization Director or Program Leader   136  52.10 
2 Volunteer Placement Coordinator       51  19.50 
3 Direct Service Supervisor of Volunteers      73  28.00 
4 Other b            83  31.80 
 
Combination of Roles c     n      % 
Roles 1 & 2       6    2.30 
Roles 1 & 3                15    5.70 
Roles 2 & 3       9    3.40 
Roles 1, 2 & 3                23    8.80 
Note. N = 261. Since respondents were asked to “mark all that apply” and could mark 
any number of roles, numbers of subjects marking each position do not sum to N. 
a Possible roles are listed in the middle section of this table. bOther roles listed in 
Appendix F. c Numbers correspond with the list in the middle section of this table. 
Experience 
Experience with community-university student service and learning partnerships was 
marked on question B, Part 1 of the survey instrument.  Respondents were asked to 
“mark all that apply”; therefore respondents marked from 0 to 7 of the following 
experiences in which they had participated: 
1. I have made decisions about whether or not to use university students to fulfill 
community service goals. 
2. I have placed university students in specific service positions. 
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3. I have supervised and monitored university student service on the job. 
4. I have worked with students who participate in community service to fulfill 
academic learning goals for class credit. 
5. I have worked with university faculty to coordinate service- learning activities for 
a group of students in a particular course. 
6. I have more than one year of experience with service- learning students. 
7. I have participated in service- learning training for community partners who work 
with university students. 
Table 5 shows the number of experiences marked by respondents, as well as the number 
of respondents who marked each of the seven types of experience.   
Nearly one-third (31.80%, n=83) of the respondents indicated that they had not 
participated in any of the seven types of experience with community-university service 
and learning partnerships.  A few (6.90%, n=18) respondents indicated that they had 
participated in all seven types of experiences. Of the seven types of experiences listed in 
item B, Part 1 of the survey instrument, the largest number of respondents (44.80 %, 
n=117) indicated “I have made decisions about whether or not to use university students 
to fulfill community service goals.”  The smallest number of respondents (17.20%, n=45) 
indicated “I have participated in service-learning training for community partners who 
work with university students.”  Only about one-fourth (25.30%, n=66) of respondents 
indicated, “I have worked with university faculty to coordinate service-learning activities 
for a group of students in a particular course”; however, 42.90 % (n=112) indicated “I 
have worked with service- learning students who participate in  community service to 
fulfill academic learning goals for class credit.” More than one-third (37.20, n=97) 
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indicated, “I have more than one year of experience working with academic service-
learning students.” 
Table 5 
Community Organization Staff Experience with Community-University Service and 
Learning Partnerships 
 
Total Number of Experiences               n     %       Cumulative % 
0    83  31.80  31.80 
1    37  14.20  46.00 
2    28  10.70  56.70 
3    23    8.80  65.50 
4    27  10.30  75.90 
5    19    7.30  83.10 
6    26  10.00  93.10 
7    18    6.90           100.00 
Type of Experience                   n    % 
1.  I have made decisions about                117 44.80 
     whether or not to use university students  
     to fulfill community service goals. 
 
2.  I have placed university students       96 36.80 
     in specific service positions. 
 
3.  I have supervised and monitored               114 43.70  
     university student service on the job. 
 
4.  I have worked with students who participate in             112 42.90 
     community service to fulfill academic learning goals            
     for class credit. 
 
5.  I have worked with university faculty       66 25.30 
     to coordinate service- learning activities for a     
     group of students in a particular course. 
 
6.  I have more than one year of experience       97 37.20  
     with service- learning students. 
 
7.  I have participated in service- learning training for 
     community partners who work with university students.    45 17.20 
Note. N = 261. Since respondents were asked to “mark all that apply” and could mark 





Motivation or Interest 
Respondents were asked to indicate their motivation for working with community-
university partnerships by indicating whether or not they were interested in working with 
university students on question C, Part 1 of the survey instrument.  One negative and two 
positive responses listed for the item included: 
1. I have NO interest in working with university students. 
2. I am interested in working with university students to fulfill our organization’s 
service goals. 
3. I am interested in working with university students to provide learning 
opportunities for them. 
Table 6 shows the number of motivation responses marked by respondents, as well as 
the number of respondents who marked each of the three motivation or interest response 
options.  Over half of the respondents (55.20%, n=144) indicated that they were 
interested in working with university students by marking both positive response options.  
One-fourth (25.70%, n=67) marked none of the motivation responses on item C.  Only 
3.80% (n=10) of the respondents indicated “I have no interest in working with university 
students.” Nearly two-thirds of the respondents indicated interest in working with 
university students by marking at least one of the positive response options (64.40%, 
n=168 and 65.10%, n=170). 
Objective Two 
 
Objective two was to determine the level of frequency with which selected 
partnership practices had been observed by community organization staff.  Respondents 
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Table 6 
Community Organization Staff Motivation for Working with Community-University 
Partnerships 
 
Number of Responses Marked        n        %       Cumulative % 
0          67        25.70   25.70 
1                                49     18.80  44.40 
2        144     55.20  99.60 
3                      1         .40           100.00 
Total                261               100.00 
Motivation            n      %  
 
1.  I have NO interest in working with university students.    10   3.80 
 
2.  I am interested in working with university students  168 64.40 
     to fulfill our organization’s goals. 
 
3.  I am interested in working with university students  170 65.10 
     to provide learning opportunities for them. 
 
Note. N = 261. Since respondents were asked to “mark all that apply” and could mark 
any number of motivations, numbers of subjects marking each motivation do not sum  
to N. 
 
marked the level of frequency with which they had seen each of the 52 partnership 
practices occur in community-university partnerships with their organization on an 
anchored scale in Part 2 of the survey instrument where: 
0 indicated “never observed,” 
1 indicated “seldom observed,” 
2 indicated “sometimes observed, 
3 indicated  “usually observed,” and 
4 indicated “always observed.” 
A new independent variable (observed), the sum of the levels of frequency 
responses for the 52 items, was created for each respondent to show how frequently they 
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had observed partnership practices.  Table 7 shows that the sums of levels of frequency 
responses for respondents ranged from 0 to 196, where the highest possible score for 52 
items on the 0 to 4 scale would have been 208.  The mean of sums for the level of 
frequency scale was 67.50.  The standard deviation of sums was 58.20.  Over one-fourth 
of the respondents (30.70%, n=80) indicated that they had “never observed” any of the 52 
partnership practices by marking 0 on each item, thereby showing a 0 sum level of 
frequency with which partnership practices had been observed in community-university 
partnerships with their organization.   Table 7 is a summary of responses to the levels of 
frequency with which partnership practices have been observed scale, including the range 
of sums of levels of frequency with which the 52 partnership practices had been observed 
marked on the 0-4 scale, the number of respondents whose total sums for the scale were 
in each range, and the cumulative percent of respondents. Sums for the largest number of 
respondents (n=81) were in the 105 to 156 range. The first part of Table 7 shows the 
range, the mean, and the standard deviation of sums. 
Table 7 
Sums of Levels of Frequency with which Partnership Practices Have Been Observed by 
Community Organization Staff as Indicated on 52 Item Scale (0-4) 
 
           Range of Sums           M                       SD 
     0 – 196      67.55         58.2 
           Sums of Levels 
   Frequency Observed Scale                     n 
Cumulative 
% 
      0 80 30.7 
1 -   52 33  44.1 
53 - 104 56                     67.0 
105 - 156 81 95.8 
157-  196 11 100.0 
Total 261 100.0 
Note. N=261.  Possible range (0 to 208) for 52 item scale (0-4) sum level of frequency 
with which partnership practices had been observed. 
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Table 8 shows means and standard deviations for the 52 partnership practices 
items listed in the “levels of frequency with which partnership practices have been 
observed” scale.  Items and means are also presented in an Item References Chart in 
Appendix B, where items are listed with related items in factors, components or basic 
constructs. Although analyses in this research used principle components or factors and  
individual for each item analysis was emphasized in this research, information on items is 
provided here for the reader’s own interpretation. The following interpretive scale is 
suggested: 
 3.5 – 4 Always observed 
 2.5 – 3.49 Usually observed 
 1.5 – 2.49 Sometimes observed 
   .5 – 1.49 Seldom observed 
< .5  Never observed. 
While a dozen of the items were in the “sometimes observed” category, the 
majority of the practices were reported “seldom observed.” The highest mean frequency 
with which partnership practices had been observed was 1.69 for item 37, which 
indicated “sometimes observed.” The lowest mean frequency with which partnership 
practices had been observed was .54, which indicated that item 34, “Transportation is 
provided for students serving when needed,” was “seldom observed.” None of the 
partnership practices items had mean frequency observed scores in the “always observed” 
category (3.5 - 4 range) or in the “usually observed” (2.5 – 3.49) range. Neither did any 
of the items have mean scores in the “never observed” range  
(less than .5). 
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Table 8 
Mean Levels of Frequency with which Partnership Practices Have Been Observed by 
Community Organization Staff 
 
  Partnership Practices M SD




F  5  The relationship between partners is characterized by mutual 
trust, respect, genuineness, and commitment. 
 
1.68 1.50
F  7  Communication is open and accessible among partners. 
 
1.63 1.47
F  4  Community partners define service goals to be filled. 
 
1.60 1.45
F45  Community partners evaluate students' service. 
 
1.57 1.57
F  8  Communication is an on-going priority. 
 
1.56 1.44
F  9  Communication is clear; a common language is used  
to clarify meaning of terms. 
 
1.55 1.39
F30  Time commitments for service and learning are flexible, 
appropriate and in the best interest of all involved. 
 
1.53 1.45
F  3  The partnership is an equal, mutually beneficial relationship 
where community and university goals are valued equally. 
 
1.51 1.43
F43  Benefits of student service to our organiza tion outweigh costs  
in terms of staff time and money spent. 
 
1.51 1.49
F38  Student placement or project selection is completed in an 
efficient timely manner. 
 
1.50 1.44
F41  Activities promote deeper understanding of human differences, 
commonalities and sensitivity to diversity. 
 
1.50 1.43
F32  Community partner direct service supervisors are well trained. 
 
1.48 1.42
F36  Useful services or products are provided by university students. 
 
1.48 1.47
F42  Activities teach and promote civic responsibility 
and citizenship skills. 
 
1.48 1.42
  (table continues)
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  Partnership Practices M SD
F22  Community service goals and student learning objectives are 
clearly defined and understood. 
 
1.46 1.40
F40  University students are involved in challenging actions  
that meet learning as well as service goals. 
 
1.46 1.38
F52  Partnerships are sustained, although student partners  
may change each semester. 
 
1.46 1.48
F  1  University partners are responsive to requests for  
information or assistance. 
 
1.45 1.46
F10  Roles and processes for the partnership are established  
with the input and agreement of all partners. 
 
1.44 1.39
F31  University students are well-trained and prepared. 
 
1.42 1.32
F11  Partners share credit for accomplishments. 
 
1.39 1.44
F44  Student, faculty, and community partners are recognized and 
thanked appropriately to celebrate partnership achievements. 
 
1.39 1.42
F23  Community organization mission, history, and focus are  
shared with students and university partners. 
 
1.37 1.41
F12  University partners are responsive to community concerns  
and suggestions for improving partnership processes. 
 
1.33 1.36
F18  Community partners make decisions about accepting or  
rejecting proposed projects or student interviewees.  
 
1.33 1.45
F33  Community partner direct service supervisors are prepared  
with materials to handle students on-site the first day. 
 
1.33 1.42




F27  Community on-site orientation and training is provided to 
students prior to service. 
 
1.32 1.43
F50  Partnerships lead to new connections for networking, hiring  
and new community building collaborations. 
1.29 1.41
  (table continues)
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  Partnership Practices M SD
F51  Correspondence with designated contact persons is passed along 
to keep co-workers up-to-date. 
 
1.28 1.36
F49  Knowledge about building effective service and learning 
partnerships is growing as partners engage in dialogue and 
gain new insights. 
 
1.27 1.38
F48  Community and university partners are willing to give both 
positive and negative feedback. 
 
1.26 1.38
F  2  An office of community service makes the university  
accessible to the community. 
 
1.25 1.38
F13  Community partners participate in planning service programs 
and making decisions. 
 
1.25 1.31
F46  Community  and university partners evaluate university 
partnership programs for continuous improvement. 
 
1.24 1.38
F24  Assets such as abilities of clients or students, and capacities  
of organizations or institutions are identified and shared. 
 
1.22 1.34
F29  Partnership agreements spelling out resources,  
responsibilities, and risks to be shared are signed. 
 
1.22 1.45
F14  University partners provide information to increase  
community partner knowledge in general and about  
university programs/policies.  
 
1.19 1.31
F25  Partnerships are built upon identified strengths and assets,  
but also address areas needing improvement. 
 
1.19 1.31
F35  A risk management/liability protocol is in place. 
 
1.15 1.45
F15  Opportunities for networking with other community partner 
organizations or agencies are provided. 
 
1.11 1.26
F20  University and community calendars of important dates or 
schedules of service events and holidays are shared. 
 
1.05 1.30




  (table continues)
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  Partnership Practices M SD




F19  Community partners serve as co- instructor with university 
faculty to teach students in and outside the classroom. 
 
.96 1.23
F47  Results of evaluations are shared.  
 
.95 1.31
F39  Community partners are invited to participate in student  
learning activities such as: discussions, research, 
presentations, or other projects. 
 
.93 1.22
F17  University faculty/staff serve on your community  
organization’s  boards or as consultants. 
 
.90 1.22




F26  Community partners are invited to participate in student 
orientation at the university.  
 
.73 1.13
F34  Transportation is provided for students serving when needed. 
 
.54 1.04
Note. N=261. Scale for levels of frequency with which partnership practices have been 
observed: 0-Never observed, 1-Seldom observed, 2-Sometimes observed, 3-Usually 
observed, and 4-Always observed. Interpretive scale suggests 3.5 – 4 Always observed, 
2.5 – 3.49 Usually observed, 1.5 – 2.49 Sometimes observed, .5 – 1.49 Seldom observed, 
and < .5 Never observed. 
Objective Three 
Objective three was to determine the level of importance of selected partnership 
practices as perceived by community organization staff.  Respondents were asked to 
mark the level indicating how important they believed each item was to building 
successful community-university service and learning partnerships on an anchored scale 
in Part 2 of the survey instrument where: 
0 indicated “no importance,” 
1 indicated  “low importance,” 
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2 indicated  “moderate importance,” 
3 indicated  “high importance,” and 
4 indicated  “critical importance”. 
Table 9 shows mean importance scores calculated for each of the 52 items in the 
partnership practices scale in order by descending mean. Item 15, “The relationship 
between partners is characterized by mutual trust, respect, genuineness, and 
commitment,” was the only item that had a mean importance score of 3.5 or higher, 
indicating a perceived level of “critical” importance. The lowest mean importance of 
partnership practices score was 2.18 for “Transportation is provided for students serving 
when needed.”  
Analyses in this research used principle components or factors rather than 
individual item analysis; however, information on items is provided here for the reader’s 
own interpretation.  The following interpretive scale is suggested: 
 3.5 – 4 Critical importance 
 2.5 – 3.49 High importance 
 1.5 – 2.49 Moderate importance 
   .5 – 1.49 Low importance 
< .5  No importance. 
Items and mean levels of importance perceived for partnership practices are also 
presented in an Item References Chart in Appendix B, where items are shown with 
related items called factors, principle components or constructs. Table 12 lists related 




Mean Levels of Importance for Partnership Practices Perceived by Community Partner 
Staff and Standard Deviations 
 
 Partnership Practices M SD
I  5  The relationship between partners is characterized by mutual 
trust, respect, genuineness, and commitment. 
 
3.57 .59
I  7  Communication is open and accessible among partners. 
 
3.45 .65
I  8  Communication is an on-going priority. 
 
3.44 .66
I  9  Communication is clear; a common language is used to clarify 
meaning of terms. 
 
3.37 .68
I22  Community service goals and student learning objectives are 
clearly defined and understood. 
 
3.32 .70
I10  Roles and processes for the partnership are established with  
the input and agreement of all partners. 
 
3.30 .70
I  3  The partnership is an equal, mutually beneficial relationship 
where community and university goals are valued equally. 
 
3.22 .81
I32  Community partner direct service supervisors are well trained. 
 
3.21 .73




I48  Community and university partners are willing to give both 
positive and negative feedback. 
 
3.18 .77
I  4  Community partners define service goals to be filled. 
 
3.17 .69
I12  University partners are responsive to community concerns  
and suggestions for improving partnership processes. 
 
3.16 .70
I33  Community partner direct service supervisors are prepared  
with materials to handle students on-site the first day. 
 
3.15 .82
I30  Time commitments for service and learning are flexible, 






 Partnership Practices M SD
I  2  An office of community service makes the  
university accessible to the community. 
 
3.09 .85
I31  University students are well-trained and prepared. 
 
3.07 .79
I13  Community partners participate in planning  
service programs and making decisions. 
 
3.05 .78
I38  Student placement or project selection is completed in an 
efficient timely manner. 
 
3.05 .78
I41  Activities promote deeper understanding of human differences, 
commonalities and sensitivity to diversity. 
 
3.05 .83
I  1  University partners are responsive to requests for 
information or assistance. 
 
3.03 .86
I11  Partners share credit for accomplishments. 
 
3.03 .90 
I46  Community and university partners evaluate university 
partnership programs for continuous improvement. 
 
3.03 .86
I35  A risk management/liability protocol is in place. 
 
3.02 .93
I40  University students are involved in challenging actions 
that meet learning as well as service goals. 
 
3.02 .80
I52  Partnerships are sustained, although student partners  
may change each semester. 
 
3.02 .80




I23  Community organization mission, history, and focus  
are shared with students and university partners. 
 
3.01 .80
I45  Community partners evaluate students' service. 
 
2.99 .83
I50  Partnerships lead to new connections for networking,  
hiring and new community building collaborations. 
 
2.99 .81
I49  Knowledge about building effective service and learning 
partnerships is growing as partners engage in dialogue and 
gain new insights 
2.98 .79
  (table continues)
77 
 Partnership Practices M SD
I27  Community on-site orientation and training is provided 
to students prior to service. 
 
2.97 .92
I44  Student, faculty, and community partners are recognized and 
thanked appropriately to celebrate partnership achievements. 
 
2.97 .87
I47  Results of evaluations are shared.  
 
2.97 .94
I25  Partnerships are built upon identified strengths and  
assets, but also address areas needing improvement. 
 
2.95 .77
I29  Partnership agreements spelling out resources, 
responsibilities, and risks to be shared are signed. 
 
2.93 .99




I18  Community partners make decisions about accepting or 
rejecting proposed projects or student interviewees. 
 
2.92 .91
I36  Useful services or products are provided by university students. 
 
2.90 .88
I51  Correspondence with designated contact persons is passed 
along to keep co-workers up-to-date. 
 
2.87 .86
I14  University partners provide information to increase  
community partner knowledge in general and about  
university programs/policies.  
 
2.84 .87
I20  University and community calendars of important dates or 
schedules of service events and holidays are shared. 
 
2.84 .97
I24  Assets such as abilities of clients or students, and capacities  
of organizations or institutions are identified and shared 
 
2.80 .83
I21  University faculty or staff coordinators visit community sites 
prior to student service. 
 
2.77 1.04
I43  Benefits of student service to our organization outweigh  
costs in terms of staff time and money spent. 
 
2.77 .94
  (table continues)
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 Partnership Practices M SD




I15  Opportunities for networking with other community partner 
organizations or agencies are provided. 
 
2.56 .97
I39  Community partners are invited to participate in student  
learning activities such as: discussions, research,  
presentations, or other projects. 
 
2.52 1.01
I19  Community partners serve as co- instructor with university 
faculty to teach students in and outside the classroom. 
 
2.42 1.06




I17  University faculty/staff serve on your community  
organization’s  boards or as consultants. 
 
2.34 1.06
I26  Community partners are invited to participate in student 
orientation at the university.  
 
2.26 1.04
I34  Transportation is provided for students serving when needed. 2.18 1.25
Note. N=261. Scale for levels of  importance of partnership practices: 0-No importance, 
1-Low importance, 2-Moderate importance, 3-High importance, and 4-Critical 
importance. Interpretive scale suggests 3.5 – 4 Critical importance, 2.5 – 3.49 High 




Exploratory factor analysis was conducted on the 52 partnership practices items 
using the Oblimin Rotation with Kaiser Normalization. Oblique, rather than orthogonal 
rotation was used because of intercorrelations between independent variables. The 
rotation converged in 27 iterations. Oblique rotation was used because of anticipated 
interrelationships between factors derived from the factor analysis. Seven principal 
components or factors were identified using this data-reduction technique. Table 10 
shows results of the principal component analysis using a factor loading of .4 or higher to 
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group partnership practices items. All cross- loadings at the .4 level or higher are also 
shown. Items 22, 25, 34 and 39 did not load with any of the seven components at the .4 
level. Loading levels of these four items are noted below Table 10. Tables 11 and 12 give 
further details about factors. Table 12 lists full text of partnership practices items, which 
should be used with Tables 10 and 11 for ease of interpretation. Table 11 shows that one 
component or factor containing 13 items explained 34.89 % of the variance.  The seven 
factors explained 56.41% of the variance cumulatively.  Table 9 also shows the eigen 
values, the grand mean importance of items grouped in factors, the standard deviation, 
and the reliability (Cronbach’s alpha level) for each factor or component.  The eigen 
value of Factor 1: Evaluation/Outcomes, containing 13 items, was 18.14.  
Table 10 
 
Factor Loadings for Seven Factor Solution for Principal Component Pattern Matrix with 
Oblimin Rotation for Community-University Partnership Practices 
 






















aItems    Factors:1         2          3         4          5          6         7 
I7 .772
I9 .739
I8 .732 Factor 3: Relationship/   







I30 .566              Factor 4: Preparation/  
I37 .528             Training 




I1              Factor 5: University Institutional  .573




I23  Factor 6: Community Organization Context -.577
I24     -.529
I19 .669
I20 .588




Items below did not load on any factor at the .4 level 
I22b  -.371 
I25b      -.386 
I34b  .367
I39b  .366
a Wording of individual items in factors is presented in Table 12 and in Appendix B. 
b The following items did not load with any of the seven components at the .4 level: 
22. Community service goals and student learning objectives are clearly defined      
and understood.                                                                                   
25. Partnerships are built upon identified strengths and assets, but also address                                                                                                                                                                      
areas needing improvement. 
34. Transportation is provided for students serving when needed.  
39. Community partners are invited to participate in student learning activities  
such as: discussions, research, presentations, or other projects. 
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The seven-factor solution was selected because reliability coefficients for all seven 
factors were .70 or higher; whereas, reliability coefficients were lower for some factors in 
solutions with ten, nine, eight or six factors. In addition, the face validity of the seven 
factor model was superior to the ten, nine, eight or six factor solution. The seven factor 
solution also confirmed the theoretical model for this study.  
Table 11 
Reliability and Variance Explained for Seven Factors Identified by Principal Component 
Analysis of Importance of Community-University Partnership Practices 
 
Factors                Number    Eigen   % Variance   Cronbach’s 
                of Items     Value     Explained       alpha          M        SD 
1 Evaluation/Outcomes             13        18.14          34.89           .92      2.98      .61 
2 Community Partner Roles          6          2.56            4.92           .81      2.69      .67 
3 Relationship/Communication       6          2.31            4.44           .81      3.36      .49 
4 Preparation/Training          9          1.92            3.69           .88      3.05      .59 
5 University Institutional Context   5          1.62            3.11           .73      3.14      .55 
6 Community Organization          3          1.45            2.78           .70      2.91      .67 
   Context 
7 Faculty Partnership Issues          6          1.33            2.56           .81      2.72      .72 
 
Total Scale           52              .96       2.97      .50 
Note. N=261. Scale for levels of importance of partnership practices: 0-No importance, 
1-Low importance, 2-Moderate importance, 3-High importance, and 4-Critical 
importance. 
 
Standards for reliability used to interpret Cronbach’s alpha coeffients were as 
follows (Robinson, J. P., Shaver, P. R., & Wrightsman, L. S., 1991):     
Exemplary alpha level .80 or higher 
Extensive  alpha level .70-.79 
Moderate alpha level .60-.69  
Minimal alpha level <.60 
Reliability coefficients of .70 or better for all seven factors and for the total scale showed 
extensive levels of internal consistency among items. 
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Table 12 shows partnership practices items that were included in each factor in 
the analysis. Key words have been underlined to emphasize the researcher’s basis for 
naming factors. An additional chart in Appendix B summarizes literature references and 
mean level of importance for each item and factor, as well as mean level of frequency 
with which the item had been observed.  
Table 12 
Partnership Practice Items Included in Seven Factors Identified by  
Principal Component Analysis 
 
Items in Factors           (Number of Items in Factor) 
 
FACTOR 1: EVALUATION/ OUTCOMES    (13 Items) 
 
40. University students are involved in challenging actions that meet learning as well 
as service goals. 
41. Activities promote deeper understanding of human differences, commonalities, 
and sensitivity to diversity. 
42. Activities teach and promote civic responsibility and citizenship skills. 
43. Benefits of student service to our organization outweigh costs in terms of staff 
time and money spent. 
44. Student, faculty, and community partners are recognized and thanked 
appropriately to celebrate partnership achievements. 
45. Community partners evaluate students' service. 
46. Community and university partners evaluate university partnership programs for 
continuous improvement. 
47. Results of evaluations are shared. 
48. Community and university partners are willing to give both positive and negative 
feedback. 
49. Knowledge about building effective service and learning partnerships is growing 
as partners engage in dialogue and gain new insights 
50. Partnerships lead to new connections for networking, hiring, and new community 
building collaborations. 
51. Correspondence with designated contact persons is passed along to others to keep 
co-workers up-to-date. 








Items in Factors           (Number of Items in Factor) 
 
FACTOR 2:  COMMUNITY PARTNER ROLES    (6 Items) 
 
11. Partners share credit for accomplishments 
13. Community partners participate in planning service programs and making 
decisions.  
14. University partners provide information to increase community partner 
knowledge in general and about university programs/policies.  
15. Opportunities for networking with other community partner organizations or 
agencies are provided.  
16. Community partners serve as advisors to faculty or on institutional boards. 
26. Community partners are invited to participate in student orientation at the 
university. 
 
FACTOR 3: RELATIONSHIP / COMMUNICATION  (6 Items) 
 
  5. The relationship between partners is characterized by mutual trust, respect, 
genuineness, and commitment. 
  6. Power among partners is balanced, facilitating sharing of resources. 
  7. Communication is open and accessible among partners. 
  8. Communication is an on-going priority. 
  9. Communication is clear; a common language is used to clarify meaning of terms. 
10. Roles and processes for the partnership are established with the input and 
agreement of all partners. 
 
FACTOR 4: PREPARATION / TRAINING    (9 Items) 
 
27. Community on-site orientation and training is provided to students prior to 
service. 
28. Training or technical assistance is provided to community partners. 
30. Time commitments for service and learning are flexible, appropriate and in the 
best interest of all involved. 
31. University students are well-trained and prepared. 
32. Community partner direct service supervisors are well trained. 
33. Community partner direct service supervisors are prepared with materials to 
handle students on-site the first day. 
36. Useful services or products are provided by university students. 
37. Students are monitored by willing and competent service supervisors. 








Items in Factors           (Number of Items in Factor) 
 
FACTOR 5:  UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT (5 Items) 
 
1. University partners are responsive to requests for information or assistance. 
2. An office of community service makes the university accessible to the 
community. 
3. The partnership is an equal, mutually beneficial relationship where community 
and university goals are valued equally. 
4. Community partners define service goals to be filled. (by university partners) 
12. University partners are responsive to community concerns and suggestions for 
improving partnership processes. 
 
FACTOR 6:  COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION CONTEXT (3 Items) 
 
18. Community partners make decisions about accepting or rejecting proposed 
projects or student interviewees. 
23. Community organization mission, history, and focus are shared with students and 
university partners. 
24. Assets such as abilities of clients or students, and capacities of organizations or 
institutions are identified and shared. 
 
FACTOR 7:  FACULTY PARTNERSHIP ISSUES   (6 Items) 
 
17. University faculty/staff serve on your community organization’s boards or as 
consultants. 
19. Community partners serve as co- instructor with university faculty to teach 
students in and outside the classroom.  
20. University and community calendars of important dates or schedules of service 
events and holidays are shared. 
21. University faculty or staff coordinators visit community sites each semester. 
35. A risk management/liability protocol is in place.  
Note. Key words have been underlined to emphasize the researcher’s basis for naming 
factors. Items with means and standard deviations for both importance and frequency 
scales may also be found in Appendix B, Item References Chart. 
Objective Four 
Objective four was to determine if selected experience and interest variables or the 
level of frequency with which selected partnership practices had been observed could be 
used to explain a significant (at least 1%) proportion of the variance in the perceived 
level of importance of partnership practices factors.  Variables are listed below. 
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Twenty-one selected independent variables in four broad categories were entered into 
the stepwise regression analyses: 
A. Roles or position(s) currently held in the community organization 
1. Organization director or program leader, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 
 for no. 
2. Volunteer placement coordinator, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
3. Direct service supervisor of volunteers, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
4. Other, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
5. Total number of roles indicated by each respondent, calculated as the sum of 
items 1 through 4. 
6. Combination of roles 1 and 2, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
7. Combination of roles 1 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
8. Combination of roles 2 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
9. Combination of roles 1, 2 and 3, dummy coded 1 for yes for this combination 
and 0 for no. 
B. Experience with community-university service and learning partnerships  
10. I have made decisions about whether or not to use university students to fulfill 
community service goals, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
11.  I have placed university students in specific service positions, dummy coded 
1 for yes and 0 for no. 
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12. I have supervised and monitored university student service on the job, dummy 
coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
13. I have worked with students who participate in community service to fulfill 
academic learning goals for class credit, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
14. I have worked with university faculty to coordinate service- learning activities 
for a group of students in a particular course, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 
for no. 
15. I have more than one year of experience with service- learning students, 
dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
16. I have participated in service- learning training for community partners who 
work with university students, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
17. Total number of experiences in which each respondent had participated, 
calculated as the sum of experiences 1 through 7. 
      C. Interest in community-university service and learning partnerships  
18. Total number of motivation or interest marked by each respondent, calculated 
as the sum of interest items 1 to 3. 
19. I am interested in working with university students to fulfill our       
organization’s service goals, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
20. I am interested in working with university students to provide learning 
opportunities for them, dummy coded 1 for yes and 0 for no. 
     D. Frequency with which partnership practices have been observed 
21. Calculated as the sum of “levels of frequency” marked by each respondent 
(Frequency Observed), levels 0 to 4 for 52 items.  Sums ranged from 0 to 196. 
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      Eight multiple regression analyses were performed, one for each of the seven 
factors identified through factor analysis and one for the total scale of 52 items.  Grand 
means of the total scale and of factors (subscales) were used as dependent variables. 
Tables 13 through 21 show the results of stepwise multiple regression analyses. Stepwise 
multiple regression analyses were conducted using a significance probability value of .05 
for a variable to enter and .10 to exit. At least one of the 21 variables entered each model; 
however, effect sizes for all eight models were small according to Cohen’s (1988) 
standards for effect sizes for multiple regression which interprets results as follows: 
R2 > .0196 small effect size 
R2 > .13 moderate effect size 
R2 > .26 large effect size. 
Total Scale Model 
Results of the multiple regression analysis using the mean importance level of 
partnership practices for the total 52-item scale as the dependent variable is shown in 
Table 13. One independent variable, Total Experience, calculated as the sum of the seven 
experience variables marked on item B of the survey instrument, explained 5% 
(R2=.05)(p < .01) of the variance. This indicated a small explanatory effect based on 
Cohen’s (1988) standards. As Table 13 shows, none of the 20 other variables explained a 
statistically significant portion of the variance. This indicates that community 
organization partners who report that they have more experience with community-
university service and learning are more likely to recognize the importance of partnership 




Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Level of Importance of Community-University 
Partnership Practices Total Scale Grand Mean (52-Items) 
 
Dependent      Independent    
 Variable  Variable in Model  R2  MS     F      p      t        Beta 
Total Scale b Total Experience a   .05 3.16 13.31  <.01    3.64         .22 
Excluded Variables       Beta  
        In            t        p 





More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
  -.18 -1.77 .07 -.11   .35 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           -.10    -1.67 .09 -.10   .88 
Organization Director/ Leader      (R1)                               .09 1.44 .14   .09   .87 
Combined roles R2 and R3 c      -.08 -1.44 .15 -.08   .97 
Participated in service- learning 
training experience 
.09 1.24 .21   .07   .67 
Summed levels of frequency observed .07 1.02 .30   .06   .63 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator (R2)                                                  -.06 -1.01 .31 -.06   .96 
Experience making decisions about 
using university students 
.06  .72 .46   .04   .48 
Total number of staff roles   -.04 -.67 .50 -.04   .89 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
  -.04 -.55 .57 -.03   .50 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
  -.04 -.54 .58 -.03   .45 
Combined roles R1 and R3 c     -.03 -.50 .61 -.03   .97 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.03  .36 .71   .02   .43 
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
.02  .30 .76   .01   .40 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
  -.02 -.28 .77 -.01   .79 
Combined roles R1 and R2  c .01  .18 .85   .01 1.00 
Total number motivations   -.01 -.16 .86 -.01   .70 
Combined rolesR1, R2 & R3 c   -.00 -.14 .88 -.00   .96 
Other role                                      (R4)   -.00 -.07 .94 -.00   .86 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
.00  .00 .99  .00   .73 
Note. N=261.  
a  Predictors in the Model: Total Experience. b Dependent Variable: Total 52- item Scale. c 
R1= Role 1, Organization Director or Program Leader; R2=Role 2, Volunteer Placement 
Coordinator; R3=Role 3, Direct Service Supervisor of Volunteers, R4=Role 4, Other role 
or position. 
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  The tolerance level of 1.00 in the collinearity statistics column of table 14 
indicates independence of the variable. Tolerance levels of the experience variables 
indicate some interrelationship (.35 to .67) with the explanatory variable, Total 
Experience, which might be expected. A tolerance value close to zero indicates that 
variables are multicollinear; therefore, multicollinearity does not exist in these data. 
Factor 1 Model: Evaluation/Outcomes 
Table 14 shows that one variable, Total Experience, entered the stepwise multiple 
regression model to explain the variance in the level of importance of partnership 
practices perceived by community organization staff respondents for  
Factor 1, “Evaluation/ Outcomes.” Total Experience, calculated as the sum of the seven 
experience variables marked on item B of the survey instrument, explained 4% (R2=.04) 
(p < .01) of the variance. This indicated a small explanatory effect (Cohen, 1988). This 
also indicated that community organization partners who had more experience with 
community-university service and learning were more likely to recognize the importance 
of partnership practices identified by university scholars and practitioners. 
None of the other independent variables entered the model for factor 1. The role 
or position variable, “Organization Director/Leader,” showed a partial correlation of .10.  
and a t-value of 1.69; however, the variable did not enter the model at the .05 significance 
level. Collinearity statistics (tolerance levels) in Table 14 show some interrelationship 
between the explanatory variable, Total Experience, and other experience variables, 
particularly Experience 6, the tolerance value closest to zero; however, multicollinearity 




Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Importance of Factor 1: Evaluation/Outcomes 
Practices Subscale Grand Mean 
 
Dependent  Independent    
 Variable     Variable in Model  R2 MS     F      p         t      Beta 
 Factor 1 b    Total Experience a   .04 3.29 10.46   <.01        3.23     .20 
 
Excluded Variables   




      Beta  
        In            t        p
 Tolerance 
Organization Director/ Leader      (R1)                                                                                               .10 1.69 .09 .10   .87 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           -.09 -1.48 .13 -.09   .88 
Summed levels of frequency observed .10 1.35 .17   .08   .63 
More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
-.13 -1.27 .20 -.07   .35 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator (R2)    -.07 -1.18 .23 -.07   .96 
Combined roles R2 and R3 c -.06 -.97 .33 -.06   .97 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
-.08 -.92 .35 -.05   .50 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
-.08 -.91 .36 -.05   .45 
Experience making decisions about 
using university students 
.07 .87 .38  .05   .48 
Total number motivations .05 .79 .43  .04   .70 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.07 .77 .43  .04   .43 
Combined roles R1, R2&R3 c   -.04 -.77 .44 -.04   .96 
Total number of staff roles -.04 -.74 .45 -.04   .89 
Combined roles R1 and R2 c .04 .72 .47  .04 1.00 
Participated in service- learning 
training experience 
.05 .69 .49  .04   .67 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
.04 .69 .49  .04   .79 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
.04 .66 .51  .04   .73 
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
.05 .53 .59  .03   .40 
Other role                                      (R4) -.03 -.47 .63 -.02   .86 
Combined roles R1 and R3 c -.02 -.42 .66 -.02   .97 
Note. N=261.  
a  Predictors in the Model: Total Experience. b  Dependent Variable: FACTOR 1-
Evaluation/Outcomes. c R1= Role 1, Organization Director or Program Leader; R2=Role 
2, Volunteer Placement Coordinator; R3=Role 3, Direct Service Supervisor of 
Volunteers, R4=Role 4, Other role or position. 
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Factor 2 Model: Community Partner Roles 
 Table 15 shows that one variable indicating one particular type of experience, “I 
have participated in service-learning training for community partners who work with 
university students,” entered the stepwise multiple regression model to explain 5% 
(R2=.05) of the variance in the level of importance of partnership practices perceived by 
community organization staff respondents for Factor 2, Community Partner Roles. This 
indicated a small explanatory effect (Cohen, 1988). Table 15 indicates no 
multicollinearilty problems. Service- learning training experience, indicated by the 
variable Experience 7 seems to enhance community partners’ knowledge about their roles 
and responsibilities. 
Factor 3 Model: Relationship/Communication 
Table 16 shows that one variable, Combined Roles 2 and 3, indicating that the 
respondent served as both volunteer placement coordinator and direct service supervisor 
of volunteers, entered the stepwise multiple regression model, explaining 2% (R2=.02) of 
the variance in the grand mean level of importance of partnership practices in Factor 3 
“Relationship/ Communication.” This indicated a small explanatory effect (Cohen, 1988). 
The statistical significance level for this analysis was .04 (p=.04). None of the other 
independent variables explained statistically significant portions of the variance in 
importance of the partnership practices. Tolerance levels for Factor 3 show that for this 
analysis two variables were completely independent (tolerance 1.00).  Beta values and t-
tests indicated a nega tive relationship between this combined roles variable and the level 
of interest perceived for both the Relationship/ Communication and the Community 
Organization Context factors. 
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Table 15 
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Importance of Factor 2:  
Community Partner Roles Practices Subscale Grand Mean 
 
Dependent     Independent   
  Variable  Variable in Model   R2  MS     F      p      t      Beta 
  Factor 2 b   Experience 7a .05 5.82 13.40  <.01     3.66         .22 
         





      Beta 
        In           t         p      
 Tolerance 
Organization Director/ Leader      (R1)                                                                                               .11 1.88 .06 .11 .98 
Summed levels of frequency observed .10 1.60 .11 .10 .91 
Experience making decisions about 
using university students 
.10 1.60 .11 .09 .94 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
.08 1.38 .16 .08 .93 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           -.08 -1.32 .18 -.08 .94 
Total number of experiences .09 1.28 .19 .08 .67 
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
.07 1.23 .21 .07 .88 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
.07 1.15 .25 .07 .92 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.06 1.02 .30 .06 .89 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
.05 .86 .38 .05 .83 
Total number motivations .05 .82 .41 .05 .94 
Combined roles R2 and R3 c   -.05 -.82 .41 -.05 .99 
Other role                                      (R4) -.03 -.56 .57 -.03 .98 
Combined rolesR1, R2 & R3  c   .03 .49 .62 .03 .98 
More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
-.02 -.42 .67 -.02 .80 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator (R2)                                                -.02 -.35 .72 -.02 .99 
Combined roles R1 and R3 c    -.02 -.31 .75 -.02 .98 
Combined roles R1 and R2 c   .02 .28 .77 .02 .99 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
.00 .09 .92 .01 .97 
Total number of staff roles -.00 -.07 .94 -.01 .96 
Note. N=261.  
a Predictors in the Model: “I have participated in service-learning training for community 
partners who work with university students” (Experience 7). b Dependent variable: 
FACTOR 2- Community Partner Roles. c R1= Role 1, Organization Director or Program 
Leader; R2=Role 2, Volunteer Placement Coordinator; R3=Role 3, Direct Service 




Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Importance of Factor 3: 
Relationship/Communication Practices Subscale Grand Mean 
 
Dependent    Independent    
Variable        Variable a        R2     MS     F     p      t        Beta 
Factor 3 b        Combined Roles    .02           1.07   4.49   .04   -2.12        -.13 
 





     Beta  
        In            t         p 
   Tolerance
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
.10 1.71 .08 .10 .97 
Total number of experiences .10 1.69 .09 .10 .97 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
.10 1.66 .09 .10 .96 
Experience making decisions about 
using university students 
.09 1.47 .14 .09 .99 
Summed levels of frequency observed .08 1.42 .15 .08 1.00 
Organization Director/ Leader      (R1)                                                                                               .08 1.37 .16 .08 .96 
Other role                                      (R4) -.07 -1.26 .20 -.07 .99 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
.07 1.22 .22 .07 .99 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator (R2)                                                -.08 -1.21 .22 -.07 .85 
Participated in service- learning 
training experience 
.06 1.10 .27 .06 .99 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.06 .99 .32 .06 .96 
Combined roles R1 and R2 c -.03 -.60 .54 -.03 .99 
Total number of staff roles -.03 -.47 .63 -.02 .95 
More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
.02 .39 .69 .02 .97 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
.02 .34 .73 .02 .99 
Combined roles R1 and R3 c  -.01 -.29 .77 -.01 .99 
Combined rolesR1, R2 & R3 c  -.01 -.29 .77 -.01 .99 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
-.01 -.28 .77 -.01 1.00 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           .00 .06 .94 .00 .90 
Total number motivations .00 .03 .97 .00 .99 
Note. N=261. 
 a  Predictors in the Model: Role 2 and 3 Combination,  Volunteer Placement Coordinator 
and Direct Service Supervisor, b  Dependent Variable: FACTOR 3-
Relationship/Communication . c R1= Role 1, Organization Director or Program Leader; 
R2=Role 2, Volunteer Placement Coordinator; R3=Role 3, Direct Service Supervisor of 
Volunteers, R4=Role 4, Other role or position. 
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Factor 4 Model: Preparation/Training 
 For the dependent variable, grand mean importance level of items in Factor 4-
“Preparation/ Training” shown in Table 17, one variable, Total Experience, entered the 
stepwise multiple regression model.  Total Experience, calculated as the sum of the seven 
experience variables, explained 4% (R2=.04) of the variance in the level of importance of 
partnership practices perceived by community organization staff respondents.  
This indicated a small explanatory effect (Cohen, 1988). None of the 20 other 
independent demographic variables explained a statistically significant portion of the 
variance. Once again, this indicated that respondents who had more experience with 
community-university service and learning partnerships recognized the importance of 
partnership practices identified in service- learning literature. Table 17 shows collinearity 
statistics similar to the previous two analyses where the explanatory variable was also 
Total Experience. Naturally, Total Experience, the sum of experience variables, is 
somewhat interrelated to each individual experience variable. 
Factor 5 Model: University Institutional Context 
One variable, Total Experience, entered the stepwise multiple regression model 
explaining 6% (R2=.06) of the variance in the level of importance of partnership practices 
perceived by community organization staff respondents for Factor 5. This indicated a 
small explanatory effect (Cohen, 1988) for Factor 5 “University Institutional Context.” 
This is the fourth analysis where Total Experience has been the explanatory variable, 
indicating that experience does affect community partner perceptions about practices that 
are important for building effective partnerships. Table 18 collinearity statistics tolerance 
values for experience variables indicate some interrelationships with Total Experience.  
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Table 17 
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Importance of Factor 4:  
Preparation/ Training Practices Subscale Grand Mean 
 
Dependent  Independent    
  Variable    Variable in Model  R2 MS     F     p      t        Beta 
Factor 4 b Total Experience a .04 3.77 11.02   <.01       3.32         .20 
 





     Beta 
        In            t         p 
Tolerance 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
-.15 -1.83 .06 -.11 .50 
More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
-.13 -1.33 .18 -.08 .35 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
-.09 -1.28 .19 -.08 .73 
Participated in service- learning 
training experience 
.08 1.17 .24 .07 .67 
Experience making decisions about 
using university students 
.09 1.13 .25 .07 .48 
Total number motivations -.07 -.96 .33 -.06 .70 
Combined roles R1 and R2  c  -.05 -.94 .34 -.05 1.00 
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
.08 .92 .35 .05 .40 
Combined roles R1, R2 & R3c   .05 .85 .39 .05 .96 
Organization Director/ Leader      (R1)                                                                                               .05 .79 .42 .04 .87 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
-.06 -.69 .48 -.04 .45 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           -.04 -.66 .50 -.04 .88 
Other role                                      (R4) .04 .60 .54 .03 .86 
Combined roles R2 and R3 c     -.03 -.51 .61 -.03 .97 
Summed levels of frequency observed .02 .37 .71 .02 .63 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
-.02 -.37 .70 -.02 .79 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.03 .36 .71 .02 .43 
Total number of staff roles .02 .35 .72 .02 .89 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator (R2)                                                -.01 -.30 .76 -.01 .96 
Combined roles R1 and R3  c  -.01 -.19 .84 -.01 .97 
Note. N=261. 
a  Predictors in the Model: Total Experience, 
b  Dependent Variable: FACTOR 4-Preparation/Training . c R1= Role 1, Organization 
Director or Program Leader; R2=Role 2, Volunteer Placement Coordinator; R3=Role 3, 
Direct Service Supervisor of Volunteers, R4=Role 4, Other role or position.  
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Table 18 
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Importance of Factor 5:  
University Institutional Context Practices Subscale Grand Mean 
 
Dependent     Independent   
  Variable  Variable in Model  R2 MS     F        p       t        Beta 
Factor 5 Total Experience .06 4.92 17.42   <.01       4.17         .25 
 





        Beta 
           In            t         p 
 Tolerance 
Other role                                      (R4) -.09 -1.49 .13 -.09 .86 
Organization Director/ Leader      (R1)                                                                                               .08 1.32 .18 .08 .87 
Combined roles R1 and R2 c .07 1.18 .23 .07 1.00 
Experience making decisions about 
using university students 
.09 1.06 .28 .06 .48 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
-.07 -.80 .42 -.05 .45 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
-.03 -.52 .60 -.03 .73 
More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
-.03 -.36 .71 -.02 .35 
Total number motivations -.02 -.30 .76 -.02 .70 
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
-.02 -.30 .76 -.02 .40 
Combined roles R1 and R3 c .01 .28 .77 .01 .97 
Combined roles R2 and R3 c .01 .28 .77 .01 .97 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
.01 .17 .82 .01 .50 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator (R2)                                                .01 .14 .88 .01 .96 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           .01 .13 .89 .01 .88 
Total number of staff roles .01 .12 .90 .01 .89 
Summed levels of frequency observed .01 .11 .90 .01 .63 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.01 .11 .91 .01 .43 
Combined roles R1, R2 & R3 c  .01 .10 .91 .01 .96 
Participated in service- learning 
training experience 
.00 -.01 .99 .00 .67 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
.00 -.01 .99 .00 .79 
Note. N=261.  
a Predictors in the Model: Total Experience. b Dependent Variable: FACTOR 5-
University Institutional Context. . c R1= Role 1, Organization Director or Program 
Leader; R2=Role 2, Volunteer Placement Coordinator; R3=Role 3, Direct Service 
Supervisor of Volunteers, R4=Role 4, Other role or position. 
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Factor 6 Model:  Community Organization Context 
 The model for explaining the variance in importance level perceived by 
community partners for Factor 6, “Community Organization Context,” shown in table 19 
differed from previous analyses in that more than one variable played a significant part in 
the explanation. One type of experience, “I have made decisions about whether or not to 
use university students to fulfill community service goals,” explained 5% (R2=.05)  of the 
variance when entered first, alone.  When the variable indicating Combined Roles 2 and 
3, Volunteer Placement Coordinator and Direct Service Supervisor was added, the model 
explained a cumulative 8% (R2=.08) of the variance.  When the third independent 
variable playing a part in explaining the variance in the importance level for Factor 6 was 
added, (Frequency Observed) the sum of the total level of frequency with which 
partnership practices had been observed, the model explained a little over 9% (R2=.09)  of 
the variance, cumulatively.  This indicated a small explanatory effect (Cohen, 1988). Beta 
values and t-tests indicated a negative relationship between this combined roles variable 
and the level of interest perceived for both the Rela tionship/ Communication and the 
Community Organization Context factors. Collinearity statistics in Table 19 show some 
interrelatedness between explanatory variables and the Total Experience variable with a 
tolerance value of .39, closer to zero than to one.  
Factor 7 Model: Faculty Partnership Issues 
 One variable indicating one particular type of experience, “I have participated in 
service- learning training for community partners who work with university students,” 
entered the stepwise multiple regression model to explain 3% (R2=.03)  of the variance in 
the level of importance of partnership practices perceived by community organization 
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Table 19 
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Importance of Factor 6:  
Community Organization Context Practices Subscale Grand Mean 
 
Dependent  Independent   Cum    R2 
  Variable    Variables in Model  R2   Change  MS     F     p      t    Beta 
 Factor 6a Experience 1b  .055   .055 6.46 15.03   <.01     2.46      .17 
  Combined Rolesc .077   .022 4.56 10.83   <.01    -2.41   -.14 
  Frequency Observedd .092   .015 3.63   8.72   <.01     2.05      .14 
 





     Beta 
        In             t        p 
 Tolerance 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator(R2)               .10 1.64 .10 .10 .83 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           -.09 -1.44 .14 -.09 .87 
Organization Director/ Leader     (R1)                               .08 1.27 .20 .07 .79 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.08 1.16 .24 .07 .74 
Other role                                      (R4) -.07 -1.14 .25 -.07 .87 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
.07 1.12 .26 .07 .78 
Total number of experiences .08 .92 .35 .05 .39 
Total number motivations .06 .91 .36 .05 .73 
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
.06 .88 .37 .05 .65 
Combined roles R1 and R3  c    -.05 -.85 .39 -.05 .98 
Combined roles R1 and R2  c  .04 .79 .42 .04 .99 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
.04 .72 .47 .04 .76 
Participated in service- learning 
training experience 
.04 .72 .46 .04 .89 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
.03 .44 .65 .02 .77 
Combined roles R1, R2 & R3  c  .02 .38 .70 .02 .96 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
.02 .35 .72 .02 .65 
More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
-.02 -.34 .73 -.02 .68 
Total number of roles .01 .08 .93 .02 .89 
Note. N=261.   
aDependent Variable: FACTOR 6-Community Organization Context. b“I have made 
decisions about whether or not to use university students to fulfill community service 
goals” (Experience1), c Role 2 and 3 Combination (R23): Volunteer Placement 
Coordinator and Direct Service Supervisor. dFrequency with which partnership practices 
have been observed.  
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Table 20 
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Importance of Factor 7:  
Faculty Partnership Issues Practices Subscale Grand Mean 
 
Dependent  Independent    
Variable     Variable in Model  R2  MS     F       p           t               Beta 
Factor 7 b Experience 7 a  .03 4.54   8.97   <.01         3.00              .18 
 






         Beta 
           In            t         p 
 Tolerance 
Experience working with academic 
service- learning students 
.11 1.71 .08 .10 .89 
Service Supervisor of Volunteers (R3)                           -.09 -1.54 .12 -.09 .94 
Experience placing university students 
in specific positions 
.08 1.31 .18 .08 .92 
Total number of experiences .09 1.26 .20 .07 .67 
Motivated to work with university 
students to provide learning 
opportunities for them 
.07 1.23 .21 .07 .93 
Summed levels of frequency observed .07 1.22 .22 .07 .91 
Experience working with faculty to 
coordinate service- learning groups 
.06 .97 .33 .06 .83 
Volunteer Placement Coordinator (R2)                                                -.05 -.90 .36 -.05 .99 
Combined roles R2 and R3 c -.05 -.86 .38 -.05 .99 
Organization Director/ Leader      (R1)                                                                                               .04 .70 .48 .04 .98 
Total number of staff roles -.04 -.67 .50 -.04 .96 
Experience supervising university 
students on the job 
.04 .66 .50 .04 .88 
Combined roles R1, R2 & R3 c -.03 -.59 .55 -.03 .98 
Experience making decisions about 
using university students 
.03 .56 .57 .03 .94 
Total number motivations .03 .48 .62 .03 .94 
Other role                                      (R4) .02 .45 .65 .02 .98 
Combined roles R1 and R3 c  -.02 -.42 .67 -.03 .98 
Motivated to work with university 
students to fulfill organization goals 
-.02 -.36 .71 -.02 .97 
More than one year of experience with 
academic service- learning  
.01 .21 .83 .01 .80 
Combined roles R1 and R2 c .00 .12 .90 .01 .99 
Note. N=261. 
a  Predictors in the Model: (Experience 7)“I have participated in service- learning training 
for community partners who work with university students.” b  Dependent Variable: 
FACTOR 7-Faculty Partnership Issues. c R1= Role 1, Organization Director or Program 
Leader; R2=Role 2, Volunteer Placement Coordinator; R3=Role 3, Direct Service 
Supervisor of Volunteers. 
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staff respondents for Factor 7, “Faculty Partnership Issues.” This indicated a small 
explanatory effect (Cohen, 1988). This also indicated that community partners perceived 
the partnership practices in this factor were more important when they had participated in 
training about service-learning. None of the other variables explained statistically 
significant portions of the variance. No multicollinearity problems were indicated in 
tolerance values in Table 20. Tolerance values all approached one, or independence of 
variables. 
Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses 
 Of the 21 independent variables selected for investigation, only five explained a 
significant portion of the variance in the level of importance of partnership practices 
perceived by community agency staff. Three independent variables entered the 
explanatory model for one analysis which used the grand mean of the importance scale 
for Factor 6, “Community Organization Context,” as the dependent variable. One 
variable entered each model for the other factors and for the multiple regression analysis 
of the total 52- item importance scale. Table 21 summarizes the finding of the eight 
stepwise multiple regression analyses discussed previously. Factor 6 is presented last in t 
Table 21 because it differs from the other 6 factors, in that more than one variable entered 
the explanatory model and cumulative R2s are shown.  
Total Experience, the sum of the seven experience variables marked by 
respondents, was the explanatory variable for four analyses: (a) The total 52- items as one 
scale, (b) Factor 1-Evaluation/Outcomes, (c) Factor 4-Preparation/Training, and (d) 
Factor 5-University Institutional Context. One particular type of experience, Experience 
7, “I have participated in service- learning training for community partners who work  
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with university students,” was the explanatory variable for two analyses: Factor 7-Faculty 
Partnership Issues, and Factor 2-Community Partner Roles.  One other type of 
experience, Experience 1, “I have made decisions about whether or not to use university 
students to fulfill community service goals,” was an explanatory variable for Factor 6-
Community Organization Context. This indicates that experience with community-
university service and learning partnerships, particularly specialized service- learning 
training, affects the perceptions of community partners about what is important to 
building effective partnerships. Roles are also important.  
Table 21 
 
Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis of Community-University 
Partnership Practices Total Scale and Factor Subscales 
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Note.  N=261. Factor 6 is presented last in this table because more than one variable 
entered the explanatory model and cumulative R2s are shown. 
a   Volunteer Placement Coordinator Role and Direct Service Supervisor of Volunteers 
Role Combination ,  b S-L = Service-Learning training. Items in factors listed in Table 9 
and appendix B. 
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CHAPTER 5:  SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS          
Summary of Purpose and Objectives of the Study 
 
The purpose of this study was to explore community organization staff 
perceptions about the importance of selected practices in building effective community-
university service and learning partnerships. Specific objectives of this study included: 
(1) Describe experience and interest in working with community-university 
partnerships of community organization staff as measured by selected 
variables in three categories:  
(a) roles or positions currently held at their community organization 
(director, volunteer coordinator, direct service supervisor, and/or 
other);  
(b) experience as measured by participation in specific activities related to 
community-university service and learning partnerships (making 
decisions, placing students, supervising student service, working with 
academic classes, working with university faculty, attending training 
sessions, and more than one year of experience working with academic 
service-learning students); and 
(c) motivation or interest in working with university students in 
community-university service and learning partnerships.  
(2)  Determine the level of frequency with which selected partnership practices 
have been observed by community organization staff. 
(3) Determine the level of importance of selected partnership practices as 
perceived by community organization staff.  
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(4) Determine if selected experience and interest variables or the level of 
frequency with which selected partnership practices had been observed could 
be used to explain a significant proportion of the variance in the perceived 
level of importance of partnership practices factors.  Selected variables in four 
broad categories included: (a) roles or positions currently held, (b) experience 
with community-university service and learning partnerships, (c) motivation 
or interest in community-university service and learning partnerships, and (d) 
frequency with which selected partnership practices have been observed. 
The researcher presented a graphical research model and illustrated a new COMparre 
Model for Planning, Evaluating and Reporting Community-University Partnerships based 
on the literature. 
Summary of Review of Literature 
The review of literature provided an overview of community-university service 
and learning partnerships, the problems involved in building effective partnerships, and 
the roles such partnerships play in fulfilling the missions of higher education and 
community institutions. “Service-learning,” a specific type of community-university 
partnership, was defined and partnering constituencies were identified. Several sets of 
principles of best practices for partnerships from a variety of sources were also listed, 
along with specific research and findings related to community-university service and 
learning partnerships. A summary of practitioner literature and scholars’ 
recommendations for future research on the community component of service and 
learning partnerships were also included in the review. 
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Summary of Methodology 
A random sample of community organization staff members (n=765) was drawn 
from the population (N=1895) listed with Volunteer Baton Rouge, a regional volunteer 
placement organization that serves non-profit organizations in south central Louisiana. A 
survey questionnaire composed of items derived from the comprehensive review of 
literature was designed by the researcher. Revisions to the original draft of the survey 
instrument were made after a review by national experts in community-university 
partnerships and a pilot test of the instrument with a small sample (n=25) of community 
organization staff. 
Questionnaires were mailed to the sample of community organization staff 
members selected.  Follow-up telephone calls were made to non-respondents, asking 
them to respond to the questionnaire by mail or fax.  Demographic data collected from 
respondents included: (a) roles or staff position(s) currently held in their organization, (b) 
experience with community-university service and learning partnerships, and (c) 
motivation or interest in participating in community-university partnerships. Community 
organization staff members were also asked to indicate perceived levels of importance for 
52 partnership practices items and levels of frequency with which partnership practices 
had been observed in community-university partnerships on a two-part four point (0 – 4) 
anchored scale.  Data from 261 usable surveys (34%) were analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) computer software to compute frequencies, 
percentages, means, standard deviations, factor analysis, reliability analysis, and stepwise 
multiple regression results. 
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Summary of Findings 
 Demographic data indicated that most (n=195, 74.70%) community organization 
staff respondents currently played only one of four possible roles. More than half of the 
respondents indicated that they played the role of organization director or program leader 
(n=136, 52.10%), 19.50 % (n=51) indicating the role of volunteer placement coordinator, 
28% (n=73) indicated the role of direct service supervisor of volunteers, and 31.80 % 
(n=83) indicated that they played a role not listed in the survey instrument by marking 
“other” and specifying the position.   
 When asked to mark all of seven types of specific experiences with community-
university service and learning partnerships in which they had participated, respondents 
marked “I have made decisions about whether or not to use university students fulfill 
community service goals” most frequently (n=117, 44.80). Eighteen (6.90%) indicated 
that they had participated in all seven experiences listed. Nearly one-third (n=83, 
31.80%) of the respondents indicated that they had zero experience with community-
university service and learning partnerships by marking none of the seven experiences 
listed on the survey instrument. 
 A majority of the community organization staff members responding to the 
survey indicated that they were interested in working with university students.  They 
identified their motivation as either “to fulfill their own organization’s service goals” 
(n=168, 64.40%),” to provide learning opportunities for university students” (n=170, 
65.10%), or both (n=144, 55.20%). 
 Community organization staff members indicated perceived levels of importance 
for 52 partnership practices items on anchored scales where: 0=No importance, 1=Low 
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importance, 2=Moderate importance, 3=High importance, and 4=Critical importance. 
Levels of frequency with which community organization staff member respondents had 
observed the 52 partnership practices were indicated on a second anchored scale where: 
0=Never observed, 1=Seldom observed, 2=Sometimes observed, 3=Usually observed, 
and 4=Always observed. Means for each item were calculated to be used in further 
analyses. Sums of level of frequency with which the 52 partnership practice items had 
been observed were calculated for each respondent ranged from 0 to 196. 
 At least three-fourths of the partnership practices items in the 52-item scale had 
seldom been observed by community partners; mean levels of frequency ranged from .54 
to 1.48 for 40 of the items.  Mean levels of frequency were 1.50 or above (sometimes 
observed) for only 12 of the items. None of the 52 items were usually or always observed 
(2.5 or above). 
Mean importance levels for 47 of the 52 items were in the high importance range 
(2.5 to 3.5). Providing transportation for students and practices involving going to the 
university were practices rated as only moderately important (M=2.18-2.42). It is not 
appropriate to base findings on individual item analysis, however. For this study item 
mean importance levels were used to identify main constructs using principle component 
analysis, a data reduction technique.  Seven main factors were identified among the 52 
partnership practices items included in the survey instrument:  
1. Evaluation/ Outcomes (13 items), 
2. Preparation/ Training (9 items), 
3. Relationship/ Communication (6 items), 
4. Faculty Partnership Issues (6 items). 
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5. Community Partner Roles (6 items), 
6. University Institutional Context (5 items), 
7. Community Organization Context (3 items), and 
One principle component or factor explained 34.89% of the variance in the level of 
importance perceived for partnership practices by community organization staff. The 
other six factors each explained less than 5% of the variance. Grand mean importance 
levels on a scale of 0 to 4 for the seven factors ranged from 3.36 for Factor 3-
Relationship/ Communication to 2.72 for factor 4-Faculty Partnership Issues. When 
rounded to the nearest value on the 0 to 4 level of importance scale, grand means of all 
factors indicated level 3-High Importance. Tests for reliability on the total 52-item scale, 
as well as each of the seven factors showed Cronbach’s alpha Coefficients of .70 to .92, 
indicating extensive internal consistency. 
 Multiple Regression analyses of the total scale and of each of the seven factors 
identified at least one independent variable that explained 2% to 6% of the variance in the 
level of importance perceived for partnership practices. For Factor 6, Community 
Organization Context, three variables explained a total of 9% of the variance: (a) 
Experience with making decisions about whether of not to used university students to 
fulfill community service goals, (b) the sum of levels of frequency with which 
partnership practices had been observed.; and (c) one combination of roles, volunteer 
placement coordinator and direct service supervisor of volunteers. Nine respondents 
(3.40%) indicated they played the combination of two roles, volunteer placement 
coordinator and direct service supervisor, which also explained a statistically significant 
portion of the variance in the level of importance of partnership practices perceived by 
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community organization staff respondents for Factor 3, Relationship/ Communication. 
Beta values and t-tests indicated a negative relationship between this combined roles 
variable and the level of interest perceived for both the Relationship/ Communication and 
the Community Organization Context factors. 
The number and types of experiences indicated by respondents in also showed 
effects on the level of importance of partnership practices perceived by respondents. The 
sum of the number of experiences in which respondents had participated explained 
statistically significant portions of the variance for the total 52-item scale and for three 
factors: (a) Factor 1-Evaluation/ Outcomes, (b) Factor 2- Preparation/ Training, and (c) 
Factor 6-University Institutional Context. One particular type of experience (participation 
in service-learning training for community partners) entered the explanatory models for 
two factors: (a) Factor 4- Faculty Partnership Issues, and (b) Factor 5-Community Partner 
Roles. 
Summarizing results of multiple regression analyses, the following five 
independent variables were confirmed for one or more dependent variables in this study: 
1. The total number experiences related to community-university service and 
learning partnerships in which respondents had participated; 
2. The combination of two roles, volunteer placement coordinator and direct 
service supervisor; 
3. Experiencing service-learning training for community partners who work with 
university students; 
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4. Experience making decisions about whether or not to use university students 
to fulfill community service goals (often associated with organization 
directors’ or volunteer coordinators’ roles), and 
5. Frequency with which partnership practices identified in university service-
learning literature had been observed in practice. 
The other independent variables were rejected in this study. 
Conclusions  
The total response rate for this study was 34.1%. Even though the comparison of 
mail to phone follow-up responses did not reveal any significant differences, caution 
should be exercised in interpreting the findings and conclusions of this study because 
they may not be representative of the population. 
This study shows that many community organization staff members who are 
potential partners for university service and learning activities are interested in working 
with college students to fulfill their organization’s service goals and provide learning 
opportunities for students. Most, however, have had no experience with community-
university service and learning partnerships.  
Experience working with university students to fulfill community organization 
service goals, and working with students to fulfill learning goals (including internships) is 
more common among community organization staff members than experience working 
with a “group of students in a particular service-learning course.” University faculty 
relationships with community organization staff partners for coordinating class activities 
are not as common as other types of community-university partnerships. Very few 
current and potential community partners have participated in specialized service-
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learning training for community partners where they could share information with 
university partners about processes or practices they believe are important to building 
effective partnerships. Most community organization staff members play one role in 
relation to volunteers at their organization. Few play multiple roles, such as directing or 
leading an organization or program, placing volunteers, and supervising volunteers on the 
job, as well. 
Current and potential community partners recognize the importance of partnership 
practices espoused by university service-learning scholars and practitioners and published 
in the literature even though the processes have seldom been observed in practice.  
Partnership practices important to community partners may be categorized in to seven 
main factors: University Institutional Context, Community Organization Context, 
Preparation/ Training, Community Partner Roles, Faculty Partner Roles, Relationship/ 
Communication, and Evaluation/ Outcomes. 
Community organization staff members who have more experience with 
university service and learning partnerships, and who have observed best partnership 
practices more frequently, are more likely to agree with university practitioners about 
practices that can lead to effective community-university partnerships. Community 
partners who serve in the combined roles of volunteer placement coordinator and direct 
service supervisor of volunteers are not as likely to recognize the importance of 
Relationship/ Communication and Community Organization Context factors as 
community organization director/ decision-makers or university service-learning 
scholars. 
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Community organization staff members who have participated in service-learning 
training for community partners are more likely to identify roles or responsibilities 
expected of faculty partners and community partners in community-university service 
and learning partnerships. Faculty responsibilities and going to the university to 
participate in learning activities are not as important to community partners as the overall 
relationship, communication and responsiveness of the university in the partnership. 
 Community organization staff members have seldom observed transportation 
being provided for students. Neither have they seen results of evaluations. Community 
partners sometimes define service goals to be filled. They have seldom observed the 
majority of the partnership practices or principles espoused by university scholars and 
practitioners.  It appears that going to the university to participate in activities is not as 
important as the quality of the overall relationship.  Perhaps parking, finding the assigned 
building, classroom or office on university campuses and walking distances dampen 
community partner interest in these activities. 
Implications and Recommendations 
If university scholars and practitioners believe the partnership practices published  
in community-university service and learning literature are important to building 
effective partnerships, then training for current and potential community organization 
partners should be provided on a regular basis. Training should be provided for direct 
service supervisors at all levels and volunteer placement coordinators, not just for 
program directors and leaders. Training should include the broad university institutional 
and community organizational contexts, as well as specific information about individual 
roles, responsibilities and other practices believed to be important.  
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More research should be done with community partners to confirm and to 
concisely articulate the processes, practices or principles they believe are important to 
community-university service and learning partnerships. Research more deeply involved 
“with” community partners or “by” community partners would be a particularly useful 
addition to the literature. Perhaps community partners could take the seven main 
partnership factors identified in this research and write practices important to them 
related to each factor in their own language. These practices might then be taken to 
university practitioners and other community partners to be further tested and refined. 
Qualitative interviews and/or focus groups with community organization partners would 
be a good follow-up to this quantitative research.  
In further research related to this study, excluded independent variables showing 
higher t- values might be retested, particularly, specific types of experience.  These 
questions might then need to be answered, do community partners who participate in 
effective partnerships for service and learning with universities have these types of 
experience? Also, do effective service-learning programs employ or address the 
partnership practices in seven areas identified by this research.  
Independent variables developed by the researcher to measure experience and 
interest in community-university partnerships had not appeared in the literature. Due to 
the exploratory nature of the study, a large number of variables was used. Using fewer 
independent variables (maximum 6 or 7) should lead to more significant explanatory 
effects. The use of dummy variables should be minimized by assigning values not limited 
to 1 and 0 for variables such as roles or positions and combinations. 
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 Since the population for this study varied widely in the types and amount of 
experience with community-university partnerships, it would be interesting to test 
findings with populations of community organization staff partners who have a great deal 
of experience in service-learning partnerships and/or who work in partnerships 
considered most effective.  This would probably need to be a national population. 
If having community partners participate in activities on the university campus is 
important to effective partnerships, then university partners should seek ways to make the 
campus less daunting and more inviting to visitors, especially for large or crowded 
campuses where finding a parking place and walking to the appropriate meeting spot is 
problem. Community partners might suggest successful solutions, such as pick-up and 
delivery service, special parking places or meeting for training and orientation in a 
neutral, easier to navigate off-campus site. University partners, however, should consider 
the travel and time demands asked of typically understaffed overworked community 
partners.  
Since the frequency with which partnership practices were observed explained a 
portion of the variance in importance perceived by community partners, then university 
partners who believe certain practices are important to effective partnerships should 
implement those practices as frequently and completely as possible. Dialogue with 
community partners might lead to shared goals and ideas for implementing practices 
partners believe are most important.  Efforts should be made toward sustaining 
partnerships so that community and university partners’ experience and opportunities to 
observe best practices will be increased.  
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Evaluations results should be reported to all partners and used in dialogue for 
improving practices. The researcher suggests that the COMparre Model, which was 
designed for this study through a synthesis of service-learning literature and confirmed by 
this research, should be used to train community and university partners about what is 
important for building effective partnerships and to stimulate dialogue for planning, as 
well as improving processes and outcomes to better meet institutional goals or missions. 
COMparre Model 
The researcher’s COMparre model is illustrated in chapter 1, figure 1 of this 
study.  Elements in the model include: 
C Context, both university institutional context and  
community organization context; 
O Outcomes, so important to community organizations, 
 as well as to universities for securing and sustaining grant funding  
and for documenting the effectiveness of service activities; 
M Mechanisms, processes or best practices in five areas that can enhance the 
quality or effectiveness of community-university partnerships-- 
 p Preparation and training for all partners at all levels; 
 a Actions, roles or responsibilities expected of all partners; 
 r Reflection to achieve student learning goals (emphasized in other  
empirical studies, not this one); 
 r Relationship and communication issues to ensure mutual respect,   
balance of power and sharing of resources between community and  
university partners; and 
116 
e Evaluation and celebration to recognize the value of partnership 
accomplishments and encourage sustaining service activities and 
partnerships. 
The COMparre model may be used to document activities for the university 
faculty tenure and promotion process, or for non-profit organization grant applications 
and reports. It may also be used as an evaluation tool to document change toward 
learning about and implementing best practices over time. The model should be tested 
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ITEM REFERENCES CHART 
 





Literature References for Items 
Included in Scale 
 FACTOR 1: EVALUATION/ OUTCOMES  (13 Items) 2.98  United Way, 1996; University of 
Maryland, 2001. 
40. University students are involved in challenging actions that meet 
learning as well as service goals. 
3.02 1.46 Honnet & Poulsen, 1989. 
41. Activities promote deeper understanding of human differences, 
commonalities, and sensitivity to diversity. 
3.05 1.50 United Way, 2001; Jacoby,  
1996; Honnet & Poulsen, 1989. 
42. Activities teach and promote civic responsibility and citizenship 
skills. 
2.93 2.77 Bringle & Hatcher, 1996. 
43. Benefits of student service to our organization outweigh costs in 
terms of staff time and money spent. 
2.77 1.51 Gray, et al, 1999. 
44. Student, faculty, and community partners are recognized and 
thanked appropriately to celebrate partnership achievements. 
2.97 1.39 Holland , 2001; Honnet & 
Poulsen, 1989; Duckenfield & 
Swanson, 1992. 
45. Community partners evaluate students' service. 2.99 1.57 COOL, 1993. 
46. Community and university partners evaluate university 
partnership programs for continuous improvement. 
3.03 1.24 Holland, 2001; CCPH, 1998; 
Honnet & Poulsen, 1989. 
47. Results of evaluations are shared. 2.97 .95 Robinson, 2000; CCPH, 1998; 
Bucco, 1995. 
48 Community and university partners are willing to give both 
positive and negative feedback. 
3.18 1.26 Gelmon, et al, 2001. 
    (chart continues) 
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Literature References for Items 
Included in Scale 
49. Knowledge about building effective service and learning 
partnerships is growing as partners engage in dialogue and gain 
new insights. 
2.98 1.27 Holland , 2001. 
50. Partnerships lead to new connections for networking, hiring, and 
new community building collaborations. 
2.99 1.29 Wolf, 1998. 
51. Correspondence with designated contact persons is passed along 
to others to keep co-workers up-to-date. 
2.87 1.28 Henry, 1995. 
52. Partnerships are sustained, although student partners may change 
each semester. 
3.02 1.46 Driscoll & Lynton, 1999; 
Gelmon, et al., 2001; Honnet & 
Poulsen ,1989; CCPH, 1998. 
 FACTOR 2: PREPARATION / TRAINING  (9 Items) 3.05  COOL, 1993. 
27. Community on-site orientation and training is provided to 
students prior to service.  
2.97 1.32 COOL, 1993; Honnet & 
Poulsen, 1989. 
28. Training or technical assistance is provided to community 
partners. 
2.75 1.00 Robinson, 2000; Bucco, 1995. 
30. Time commitments for service and learning are flexible, 
appropriate and in the best interest of all involved. 
3.12 1.53 Honnet & Poulsen, 1989. 
31. University students are well- trained and prepared. 
 
3.07 1.42 Gelmon, et al., 2001; Vernon & 
Ward, 1999; Honnet & Poulsen, 
1989. 
    (chart continues) 
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Literature References for Items 
Included in Scale 
32. Community partner direct service supervisors are well trained. 
 
3.21 1.48 Gelmon, et al., 2001; Vernon & 
Ward, 1999; Honnet & Poulsen, 
1989. 
33. Community partner direct service supervisors are prepared with 
materials to handle students on-site the first day. 
3.15 1.33 COOL, 1993. 
36. Useful services or products are provided by university students. 3.02 1.48 Eyler, et al., 2001; Gray, et al., 
1999; Honnet & Poulsen, 1989.  
37. Students are monitored by willing and competent service 
supervisors. 
3.21 1.69 Honnet & Poulsen, 1989. 
38. Student placement or project selection is completed in an efficient 
timely manner. 
3.05 1.50 Crews, 2002; Wolf, 1998. 
 FACTOR 3: RELATIONSHIP / COMMUNICATION  (6 
Items)  
3.36  Gelmon, et al., 2001. 
  5. The relationship between partners is characterized by mutual trust, 
respect, genuineness, and commitment.  
3.57 1.45 Holland, 2001; Torres, 2000; 
CCPH, 1998. 
  6. Power among partners is balanced, facilitating sharing of 
resources. 
3.01 1.32 Bringle & Hatcher, in press; 
CCPH, 1998; Kendall, 1990; 
Taylor-Powell, 1998. 
  7. Communication is open and accessible among partners. 3.45 1.63 CCPH, 1998. 
  8. Communication is an on-going priority. 3.44 1.56 CCPH, 1998. 
    (chart continues) 
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Literature References for Items 
Included in Scale 
  9. Communication is clear; a common language is used to clarify 
meaning of terms. 
3.37 1.55 CCPH, 1998. 
10. Roles and processes for the partnership are established with the 
input and agreement of all partners. 
3.30 1.44 Holland, 2001; CCPH, 1998. 
 FACTOR 4:  FACULTY PARTNERSHIP ISSUES  (6 Items) 2.72  Bringle & Hatcher, 2000. 
17. University faculty/staff serve on your community organization’s 
boards or as consultants. 
2.34 .90 Holland, 2001; Hollander, 1999; 
Holland, 1997. 
19. Community partners serve as co- instructors with university 
faculty to teach students in and outside the classroom.  
2.42 .96 Bringle & Hatcher, in press. 
20. University and community calendars of important dates or 
schedules of service events and holidays are shared. 
2.84 1.05 Crews, 2002. 
21. University faculty or staff coordinators visit community sites each 
semester. 
2.77 1.00 Duckenfield & Swanson, 1992. 
29. Partnership agreements spelling out resources, responsibilities, 
and risks to be shared are signed. 
2.93 1.22 Holland, 2001; Honnet & 
Poulsen, 1989. 
35. A risk management/liability protocol is in place. 3.02 1.15 Wolf, 1998. 
 FACTOR 5:  COMMUNITY PARTNER ROLES  (6 Items) 2.69  Furco, 2002. 
11. Partners share credit for accomplishments. 3.03 1.39 CCPH, 1998; Koulish, 1998. 
13. Community partners participate in planning service programs and 
making decisions.  
3.05 1.25 Duckenfield & Swanson, 1992. 
    (chart continues) 
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Literature References for Items 
Included in Scale 
14. University partners provide information to increase community 
partner knowledge in general and about university 
programs/policies.  
2.84 1.19 NASULGC, 1999. 
15. Opportunities for networking with other community partner 
organizations or agencies are provided.  
2.56 1.11 Robinson, 2000. 
16. Community partners serve as advisors to faculty or on 
institutional boards. 
2.39 .83 Bringle & Hatcher, in press; 
Holland,  2001. 
26. Community partners are invited to participate in student 
orientation at the university. 
2.26 .73 COOL, 1993. 
 FACTOR 6:  UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT  
(5 Items) 
3.14  Furco, 2002, Gelmon, et al., 
2001, Stufflebeam et al., 2000. 
  1. University partners are responsive to requests for information or 
assistance. 
3.03 1.45 NASULGC, 1999. 
  2. An office of community service makes the university accessible to 
the community. 
3.22 1.25 Bringle & Hatcher, in press; 
Furco, 2002; NASULGC, 1999; 
Wolf, 1998. 
  3. The partnership is an equal, mutually beneficial relationship 
where community and university goals are valued equally. 
3.17 1.51 Gelmon, et al., 2001; Holland, 
2001. 
  4. Community partners define service goals to be filled.  3.17 1.60 Clarke, 2000; COOL, 1993; 
Honnet & Poulsen, 1989. 
12. University partners are responsive to community concerns and 
suggestions for improving partnership processes. 
3.16 1.33 Gelmon, et al., 2001; 
NASULGC, 1999; CCPH, 1998. 
    (chart continues) 
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Literature References for Items 
Included in Scale 
 FACTOR 7:  COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION CONTEXT 
(3 Items) 
2.91  Holland, 2001; Kretzmann & 
McKnight, 1993; Stufflebeam et 
al., 2000. 
18. Community partners make decisions about accepting or rejecting 
proposed projects or student interviewees. 
2.92 1.33 COOL, 1993; Duckenfield & 
Swanson, 1992. 
23. Community organization mission, history, and focus are shared 
with students and university partners. 
3.01 1.37 Clarke, 2000. 
24. Assets such as abilities of clients or students, and capacities of 
organizations or institutions are identified and shared. 
2.80 1.22 Holland, 2001; Kretzmann & 
McKnight, 1993. 
 The following items DID NOT LOAD ON A FACTOR:    
22. Community service goals and student learning objectives are 
clearly defined and understood. 
3.32 1.46 Vernon & Ward, 1999;  Honnet 
& Poulsen, 1989. 
25. Partnerships are built upon identified strengths and assets, but also 
address areas needing improvement. 
2.95 1.19 Holland, 2001; CCPH, 1998;  
Kretzmann, et al., 1993. 
34. Transportation is provided for students serving when needed. 2.18 .54 Crews, 2002; Shumer, 2000; 
Wolf, 1998. 
39. Community partners are invited to participate in student learning 
activities such as: discussions, research, presentations, or other 
projects. 
2.52 .93 Jacoby, 1996; Seifer & Connors, 
1997;  COOL, 1993;  Honnet & 
Poulsen, 1989. 
Note. M Importance = Mean Level of Importance on a scale of 0 to 4, where 0=No importance, 1=Low importance, 2=Moderate 
importance, 3=High importance, and 4=Critical importance. M Frequency = Mean Level of Frequency with which partnership 
practices have been observed on a scale of 0 to 4, where 0=Never observed, 1=Seldom observed, 2=Sometimes observed, 3=Usually 
observed, and 4=Always observed. Acronyms used in Literature References column: CCPH (Campus Community Partnerships for 














As a doctoral researcher at LSU, I am requesting your participation in a study designed to  
increase the effectiveness of university partnerships with community organizations.  You 
are one of a small group in the area served by Volunteer Baton Rouge and the Capital 
Area United Way selected to participate.   
 
Many organizations like yours work with university students to fulfill service goals.  
Using community service projects to fulfill student learning goals is also a growing trend 
among university instructors.  Matching service and learning goals to build partnerships 
that benefit both communities and universities equally is the challenge facing potential 
partners.  Universities realize that they need to listen to communities more.  That is why 
your opinions are so important. 
 
Findings of this survey are expected to help universities improve their interactions with 
community-based organizations. Your responses, along with those of your peers, will 
represent the perceptions of current or potential community partners for community-
university student service and learning partnerships.  Statistical results of this study may 
be published nationally; however, your privacy will be guaranteed throughout this 
process and your responses will be kept confidential. 
 
No experience with student service partnerships is necessary to complete the survey.  
Please also note that your responses to this questionnaire will have no impact on 
whether you receive students from LSU for service-learning projects. No individual 
information from this survey will be shared with community service programs at LSU or 
any other university.  
 
Please complete the survey and return it to me in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped 
envelope by June 21.  If you have any questions or concerns, contact Professor Joe 
Kotrlik by phone at (225) 578-5753 or me by e-mail at bshaffe@lsu.edu.  By answering 
the questions and returning the survey, you will be documenting your consent to be a part 














June 6, 2002 
 
Please accept our thanks if you have already responded to the community-university 
partnership practices survey sent last week.  If not, please complete and return it today. 
 
We know that as a leader in the community, your time is very limited; however, the 10 
minutes required to share your opinions can be a valuable investment in teaching college 
youth to become servant- leaders, nationwide. The results of this research will be used to 
increase the effectiveness of community-university partnerships with organizations like 
yours. 
 
If you did not receive a survey or have further questions, please contact us.  Be assured 
that we will keep your concerns and the information you provide confidential. 
 
Bobbie Shaffett, M.Ed., (225) 665-9654, bshaffe@lsu.edu 
Joe Kotrlik, Ph.D., (225) 578-5753, kotrlik@lsu.edu 
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APPENDIX E:  FOLLOW-UP LETTER  




MAILED WITH SECOND INSTRUMENT 
 




Thanks to community leaders, like you, our research project is well underway.  If you 
have not responded to the survey you received earlier, let us encourage you to do so by 
sharing answers to a few of the questions and concerns proposed by your peers who 
contacted us: 
 
What if I have no experience with university partnerships? No experience is 
necessary.  We are interested in the “opinions” of community leaders.  
 
What if I have never observed the practices listed? It is not unusual for community 
leaders to have never observed the practices listed.  Simply mark “never observed” or 
write “I have never observed any of these practices” in the box for comments on page 4. 
 
I am worried about marking the form correctly. 
If you simply mark  /   your answers, we will use a #2 pencil to fill in the spaces you have 
marked and make sure they are correct for the scanning machinery for you. 
 
I am no longer with the organization to which the survey was addressed. 
The person to whom the survey is addressed is no longer with our organization. 
We understand that community organization staff officers change frequently.  If you 
received the survey and have been involved in community service recently or in the past, 
then we are interested in your opinions.  Please complete and return the survey. 
 
I don’t work with volunteers . Mark the role that you would play if volunteers were 
assigned to your organization.  It is not unusual for you to have NO experience with 
university student service. 
 
“University” leaders are interested in learning what “community” leaders, like you, think 
is most important to building community-university service partnerships.  Findings of this 
survey are expected to help universities improve their interactions with community-based 
organizations.  Your responses will be kept confidential. By answering questions and 
returning the survey, you will be documenting your consent to be a part of the research. 
 
If you have further questions or concerns, contact me at (225) 665-9654 or Dr. Joe 
Kotrlik at (225) 578-5753. We appreciate your taking the ten minutes necessary to 
complete and return the survey to us in the enclosed postage paid envelope BEFORE 
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OTHER POSITIONS AND COMMENTS 
 
Other Positions  Held by Respondents: 
 
1. Activity Coordinator 
2. Activity Director – “so I do it all” 
3. Assistant Director/Program Coordinator 
4. Beg for volunteers 
5. Board member 
6. CEO 
7. Chair a community partnership committee and alumnus advisor  
8. Chairman 
9. Chairman of Volunteerism Committee 
10. Chapter representative 
11. City Government 
12. Community Volunteer 
13. Conductor/music director 
14. Coordinator for grief and loss 
15. Counselor supervising student interns at grad. level 
16. CPA in private practice 
17. Development Director 
18. Director 
19. Docent director 
20. Education director 
21. Executive Director 
22. Executive director of 501(c)(3) w/multiple layers and levels of volunteer 
relationships 
23. Executive director of sales w/multiple layers and levels of volunteer relationships 
24. Helped BSP help needy in the community 
25. HR Director 
26. Intake Coordinator – specialized services 
27. Internship Instructor (2 responses) 
28. Minister of church / oversee volunteers 
29. MSW intern supervisor 
30. Newsletter editor 
31. None – don’t work I volunteer 
32. Office work & a little of everything 
33. Officer of organization Pres., Sec. Chairman and Vol. 
34. Past officer 
35. Past president – board of directors 
36. Pastor 
37. Planning recognition events 
38. President (2 responses) 
39. Principal (2 responses) 
40. Recruit student interns for a non-profits 
41. Referred personnel for volunteer positions 
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42. Rehabilitation counselor supervising student interns at grad. level. 
43. Serve as committee w/volunteers members 
44. Supervising teacher 
45. Teacher 
46. Trainer of trainers 
47. Use class volunteers 
48. Volunteer/Activist; City Council Member 
49. Volunteer on my own 
50. Volunteer trainer 
51. Volunteer at time of event 
52. Volunteer Services manager 
53. Volunteer  
54. Work with numerous volunteers in the community (2 responses) 
 
Comments Received from Respondents: 
 
1. I am not aware of student recruitment and utilization as volunteer.  Our VISTA 
program does offer benefits for university students. 
 
2. Unsure of the focus of this survey.  Have use university students in the past for 
specific projects of research, but the faculty had hands-on contact w/students.  It 
was a great asset of research which we have used. Would love to have additional 
student workers, but unsure how to contact university & correct personnel. 
 
3. I’ve supervised only 1 intern for approx. 4 months. 
 
4. Too long! 
 
5. Our organization has not had experience with student service partnerships.  Good 
luck on your survey and congratulations on your persistence.  That is definitely 
what it takes to be successful. 
 
6. No partnerships have been firmed with our organization so I choose “Never 
observed” for this reason for each practice; however, I have seen many services 
provided in the community by students and applaud the excellence of service 
provided by faculty and students. 
 
7. Your survey is too wordy and too long.  I believe you could get better results if you 
were less repetitious and focused more specifically on your goals.  Many of the 
questions are unclear to me.  I answered according to my understanding but your 
questions are too general and vague. 
 
8. I really don’t have enough experience to effectively answer survey.  My role as HR 
Director doesn’t entail this component.  In our organization my structured position 




9. These activities do not reach my office. 
 
10. Faculty and students occasionally participate in our society. 
 
11. We have had an intern work in our office.  We do not do direct patient services. 
 
12. My role, with university students and projects, has been limited to assistance with 
some of my students regarding observations by student teachers accumulating 
classroom observation hours.  Thanks for the pencil. 
 
13. Trying to engage students in service learning is difficult because I don’t know 
whom to contact at the university.  Maybe we haven’t tried hard enough? 
 
14. Most of our work has been with MSW interns.  We’ve had some volunteer 
opportunities with students volunteering from local universities on our allocation 
committees. 
 
15. Item 41 (concerning diversity) – We seem to never be able to have the more 
fortunate student to understand or quite appreciate how others seem not able to start 
in life or to maintain a certain level of self-sufficiency.  *Sensitivity training is 
always tailored such that it will not offend the disenfranchised. 
 
16. Although some of the questions didn’t really fit our “partnership” relationship, I 
attempted to answer them within this context. 
 
17. This form is too long and overly detailed to be useful / Also the answers to the 
questions are obvious. 
 
18. Vastly under utilized resource on both sides.  Most satisfactory experience has been 
w/college of business – welcome opportunity to expand. 
 
19. I tried to establish a partnership and was met with reluctance and disinterest.  I 
thought students would gain a lot if encouraged to participate in observations & 
supervised instruction in our programs.  I still think so.  Regular volunteering – not 
tied to a class – doesn’t work well for us because of students’ class schedules.   
 
20. As you can see from responses, we’ve had little direct program experience or 
contact.  We primarily have functioned w/university students on a one-on-one basis 
for class projects. 
 
21. We have had student interns from several universities and my responses were based 
on over all experiences. 
 
22. We work with high school age youth mission projects.  We sometimes have college 
age students as volunteers.  There is no formal/informal partnership with 





23. My only experience relative to university/community projects is through an 
internship.  I help recruit and oversee the work of this position.  I feel that 
universities could provide valuable manpower and expertise to nonprofit 
organizations. 
 
24. These partnerships can strengthen the relationship between the university and the 
community. 
 
25. We’ve made a wonderful partnership that both we and the instructor want to 
continue each semester.  This particular partnership worked great.  A couple of the 
students have decided to continue with us. 
 
26. We are a new small non-profit who has not had the privilege/opportunity to share a 
community-university partnership. 
 
27. Community-university partnerships would be invaluable to small communities.  If 
such partnerships are active, I am unaware of them.  Specific projects such as 
marketing, social services, and urban forestry projects could be utilized 
immediately.  Such activities could be mutually beneficial to communities and 
students. 
 
28. Our club is 40 minutes away from university, have no partnership so have not 
observed above.  We do all volunteer work for community and state in our area of 
expertise.  We would be interested in starting a service club on campus, this could 
be a great partnership and training toward volunteering. 
 
29. My “never observed” responses need to be clarified.  While that may be my answer 
it may not be a true indication of the actual situation.  My response only means that 
I have not experienced those situations. 
 
30. It has been more than five years since I have been involved with such a partnership. 
 
31. Not sure about definition of “partner” – student or dept./program.  I answered 
generally as if “Partner” = student in our agency.  Confused on “observed” – ex. 
#31 – student prep – if I don’t think most interns are well prepared.  I should mark 
“seldom ob.”? 
 
32. My experience is with high school students only; therefore, all statements referring 
to universities or university students have been marked “never observed” 
 
33. Service learning is excellent opportunity for all involved. 
 
34. We have had student interns at various times and participate actively in the campus 




35. Some of the questions were vague and could be applied differently to a student 
internship relationship vs. a partnership between a university and a community 
group working on a project together.  It’s been a long time since I worked with 
student intern.  Universities have database & processing ability that could be 
immensely helpful to community groups but they are rarely available.  University 
requirements call for too much of a grant’s administrative costs. 
 
36. Our primary student relationship is with interns.  Approach in past year reflects a 
top/down model with our agency being in the down position.  I have given feedback 
via liaison to school regarding concerns with no response.  The program is currently 
benefiting from historical relationship instead of a true balance in the relationship, 
and without change, this partnership is at risk in future of termination. 
 
37. This program has been a win win for students and our residents.  The students have 
been a joy to work with. 
 
38. My survey answers are based on 30+ years of (1) business owner; (2) business 
partner, (3) business manager, and an active person in my community from several 
levels and volunteer status.  Thanks. 
 
39. My goals may be too specific.  Relationships between multiple partners leaves few 
resources shared  
 
40. Re questions 16, 17, 34 and 47 – I have no knowledge of.  Thank you for the 5 
years of service.  Hopefully many more. 
 
41. My exposure to supervising interns has been limited to interns at the local 
university. 
 
42. I have certainly enjoyed having the community-service- learning students at my 
school.  They perform a valuable service. 
 
43. I have only had one intern – She was not prepared to do much at all.  I never had 
any feedback from the university.  There was no formal plan for training and no 
specific evaluation criteria.  I did no accept her for a 2nd term. 
 
44. Most of our people are retired. If you know of any students who would care to sing 
with us, please have him/her to call me for an audition. 
 
45. My organization uses the chamber as its base of operation.  2) We work with small 
business, giving advice on start-up, mentoring, etc.  3) Our involvement is minimal 
with students, except in occasional career guidance.  4) We conduct 
seminars/workshops on business practices – practically no student involvement.  5) 




46. I don’t think our group could help.  We could use a coordinator helper. 
 
47. The survey was TOO LONG and time consuming.  Way too academic.  Too much 
reading.  You folks need to get a life! 
 
48. #33. From whom?  From where to where? 
 
49. I’m sorry but this survey really doesn’t apply to me. It would be unfair for me to try 
to complete this. 
 
50. I am not familiar with the service learning program.   
 
51. Would like to see information distributed listing all departments that have students 
needing to do internship.  Also information about new programs formed. 
 
52. Thanks for your efforts.  We deeply believe in this effort to expand, develop, 
improved community-university partnership practices.   
 
53. I’d love to fill this out, but it has no value to do so since my filling it out is 
impossible with my total lack of dealing with any of these questions. Occasionally a 
student observes one of our teachers.  Sorry. 
 
54. Please send more information. 
 
55. I have never observed any of these practices.  The only function we have provided 
is to service food to certain organizations located on campus.  Thanks. 
 
56. My experience with service learning is very limited and I don’t have many thoughts 
that would allow me to adequately answer the survey.  Sorry. 
 
57. No experience with university level – only high school 
 
Comments taken from incomplete surveys: 
 
58. Thank you, but I am no longer working for that organization. 
 
59. The person to whom the survey is addressed is no longer with our organization. 
 
60. Just returned to town and found in a rather large stack of mail, your survey.  Sorry, 
but we should not have been included in your population, since we have no 
volunteer program, thus NO PRACTICES.  I wish that it were different, and wish 
you well in your endeavors.   
 
61. Deceased (3 responses) 
 




63. No longer with us.  
 
64. I am no longer active with this organization.   
 
65. I am no longer in the local market.  Good luck. 
 
66. I have not been affiliated with this organization for many years. 
 
67. No longer here – Please delete from your mailing list/database. 
 
68. I am responding by email to your community-university partnership survey because 
even though I attempted several times to obtain assistance from the universities, I 
was never successful.  In the meantime, this organization is no longer in existence.  
I was extremely disappointed in my failure to put us on the map, but have moved on 
to other things.  If I should need help in a similar manner in the future, perhaps 
things will be better by then. 
 
69. I have reviewed your questionnaire and based on my position as a volunteer that has 
little or no impact on or interface with university partnerships.  Therefore, I will not 
complete the survey since it will mostly be no responses. 
 
70. Thank you for contacting us, but our association unit is not very active anymore.  
All are older ladies.  Thank you. 
 
71. This group no longer exists.  I retired, someone else took over and due to poor 
management of finances, publicity and promotion of classes, it folded.  They did 
not know how to keep it going, in spite of all the info left with them.  They did not 
think it would require much work. I do not feel sorry for them. 
 
72. Thank you for including us in your study on student workers.  We have not had a 
student or any type of volunteer for over five years, so I do not think that this 
survey applies to us. 
 
73. I have never observed any of these practices.  Sorry. 
 
74. Mental health providers need to be self-motivated and many times have to instigate 
activities.  Creativity and self-expression helps.  Psychologically needy students do 
not make good candidates usually.  Often there is little response and little thanks.  
From my own experiences, I am ashamed to say that I was a victim of stereotyping.  
First impressions are not usually accurate.  Many mental health consumers are very 
intelligent, however, might not appear so.  This is especially true of schizophrenics 
where the onset of the maladies occur later in life as I am sure you know.  There are 
many productive things these consumers can and could do for community with right 
guidance & the right person.  It would be great if new generations could continue 




75. I have no experience w/my church in this matter and as a small organization, I do 
not have positions for students to volunteer for.  This form is not relative to us. 
 
76. I am sorry I could not be of more help but I only had the position with my club for 
six months and that was a couple of years ago. 
 
77. I am new to the position of education director and have no experience with this 
program.  However, I am interested in working with the university. 
 
78. I cannot properly complete your survey as we have not in the past participated in 
this program. 
 
79. Have had minimal partnership experiences over the past five years.  The 
organization has confined its partnership to one department’s student activity 
organization.  Due to lack of knowledge concerning university-organization 
partnership practices, survey is being returned as incomplete document. 
 
80. I am not involved in this aspect of agency operation.  I have observed, as a 
volunteer to work with member agencies to improve their service efficiency and 
effectiveness, that partnership as you describe can be win-win for the agency 
(trained, motivated, cheap! resources), the student (invaluable practical experience) 
and the university (better educational experience and more community 
involvement). 
 
81. Never observed.  Did not work with student workers.  No longer with this 
organization as director. 
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